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INTRODUCTION. 


Translations of the BhagavadgitS abound, and their num- 
ber is constantly increasing, but not so the 
The Problem. help for interpreting that famous text, such 
as Colonel Jacob’s “ Concordance to the 
Principal Upanisads and BhagavadgitS.” It is curious, indeed, 
that even n->w, more than a centuiy after the first translations 
and A. W. von Schlegel’s critical edition of the BhagavadgitS, 
the one work which ought to piecede any translation, viz., the 
book on the terminology of the Gita, has yet to be 
written. There exists so far but a single contribution to it, viz., 
Franklin Edgerton’s Paper “ The meaning of Samkhya and 
Yoga,” which appeared in 1924 m Vol. XLV of the American 
Journal of Philology. 

Accepting Prof. Schrader's suggestion I, therefore, propo- 
sed to supply this want and began by 
The term aksam. examining what seemed to us the most 
puzzling of the metaphysical terms of the 
Gila, viz., aksara; and the inquiry on it grew to such an extent 
that it has become the sole subject of this Thesis. 

The following table will give an idea of the present condi- 
tion of our problem. There are altogether 
•Its meaning. fourteen passages m the Gita in which 
the word aksara occurs. Three of these 
(viz., VIII. 13, X. 25, and X. 33 ) may be dismissed at once, 
because in them the meaning “ letter ” or “ syllable ” is incon- 
testable. In the remaining eleven places ( Bh. Gi. III. 15 b; 
VIII. 3a, 11a, 21a, XI. Ida, 37d, XII lc, 3a; XV. 16b and d, 
18b), where it may be supposed to mean a metaphysical 
principle or an adjective qualifying the same, it is understood 
as follows by the two best known Indian commentators and 
four European translators : — 
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Bh. Gi. Sankara. Ramanuja. G a r b e. 

III. 15b The Supreme The individual soul. The Imperish- 
Soul (m.). able (cause of 

prakrii). 

VIII. 3a Brahman (n.). The One of the Imperishable 

form of the ag- (adj.). 

gregate of indivi- 
dual souls ( kseka - 
jnasamastinlpa). 

11a „ The Immutable „ 

posessmg the at- 
tributes “ not- 
gross” etc. 

21a (Not explained.) A liberated soul. „ in VIII. 19 

(adj. to avyakla 
bhavai.e.purusa 
in VIII. 22). ' 


XI. 18a Brahman (n.). The Immutable. Imperishable 

(adj.). 

37d (Not explained.) The principle The Imperish- 

(called) the mdivi- able, 
dual soul ( jlvat - 
mataliva ). 

XII. lc Brahman, the The nature of „ 

Supreme Atman, the inner self (=the impersonal 
( pratyagaimcisva - Brahman). 
rilpani). 

3a The One presid- „ Imperishable 

ing over the power (adj.). 

of Illusion. 

XV. 16b, d The Lord’s power The liberated The Impensh- 
of Illusion. person. able (the indivi- 

dual soul). 

18b The seed of the The liberated ,, 

world-tree (i.e. the soul, 
power of Illusion), 
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Deussen. Barnett. Hill. 

The Imperishable The Imperishable The Imperish- 
(cause of (cause of “Word- able (cause 
Veda-Word). Brahman”). of prakrah). 

The Imperishable. The Imperishable The Imperish- 
(Vasudeva). able (Vasudeva). 


The Imperishable The Imperishable The 

(also the (the Abode). Imperishable 

Syllable Om). (the Pranava). 


“Aksara The Imperishable The Impensh- 

(lmpenshable) ” (identical with able (identical 
(identical with purusa in VIII 22). with purusa 
avyakta bhava in in VIII 22). 

VIII. 19; adj. to 
put usa in VIII 22). 

The Imperishable. The Imperishable. The 

Imperishable 


If 


ft 


ft 


)) 7 ) 79 

(the Absolute). (Vasudeva). 


The Imperishable. „ 

(Do.) 


Imperishable „ „ 

(adj. to purusa). (the World-Soul), (the soul, in- 
dividual and 
universal). 

The Imperishable. The Imperishable, The 

Imperishable. 


Bh. Gi. 
III. 15b 

VIII. 3a 

11a 

21a 

XI. 18a 
37d 

XII. lc 

3a 

XV. 16b, d 

18b 
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It will be seen from the above that, while the Indians feel 
at liberty to understand, in each case, the 
The Present Situ- word m the sense in which it fits best in- 
ation. to their own philosophical Systems, the 

Europeans show a certain tendency to- 
wards giving the word so far as possible one consistent 
meaning. But it is clear that none of them, Indian or 
European, has endeavoured to study the word in 
the light of previous and later texts, not 
even Deussen who, having translated sixty Upamsads and most 
of the philosophical texts of the Maljabhaiata, was best equip- 
ped for that study. The reason for tins neglect is, of course, 
the supposed irreparable vagueness ot the terminology of the 
GitS. 

The terminology of the Gila is, however, not so vague as 
it is generally believed to be There are 
The Gita Termi- certain words which are known to the 
nology not veiy Gita as sainjfias “ technical terms,” while 
vague. , there are others which are yet in the 

making. To the former class belong 
words like kamutn (VIII. 3), avyakta (VIII. 18), adhyatina 
(XI. l), liselra, fcehajna (XIII. 2), guijatiia (XIV. 25), aivaUha 
XV. 1), dvandvo (XV. 5), pinusoftaina (XV. 18), sad (XVII. 
26-27), a-sad (XVII. 28), saunydsa, lyciga (XVIII. 2,1 1; VI. 2), 
stluta-piajud (II. 55, '6), adJndaiva, adlnyajua (VII. 29-30, 
VIII. 1-4) and many others. There are some terms which 
the Gita uses in two or more technical meanings, e. g,, yoga 
(V. 4; VI. 23; II. 48), sdmkhya (V. 4, XVIII. 13-14), etc. 
Moreover, pravadavii “ they declare,” prdliuh “they say.”, 
ncyaie “ it is called, ” abliidluyate “ it is named ”, sainjihiam 
“ called ”, snniam “ known (in tradition)”, udahrtam “ illus- 
trated (by people)”, praihilah “ well-known ”, proktam “ said 
to be ” — all such expressions which often occur in the Gita in- 
dicate the existence of a fixed terminology to which the author 
had recourse. But there are also a number of words which 
are used in two or more meanings without there being an in- 
dication of their having had at that time any technical sense. 
Such terms are prakrti, guna, may a, mahad bialmian,'svabhava, 
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mivana, buddhi , param . ajHaiia, adhisihdna , mad-bhava , 
mat-sadhcinnyam, ainsa, matira , kaiitna, sdmya, siddlu, eic. It 
is to be noted that while expressions such as samjuitam, 
proktam, pnihulj, etc. frequently accompany the words of the 
former class, they are not to be found in the passages where 
the words of the latter group occur. This shows that the 
Gita bad certain fixed terms at its disposal. 

Was aksara a technical term in the days of the Gita ? In 
III. 15, aksaia is introduced as if it were 
Aksara, a techni- very well-known to the reader. In VIII. 
cal term. 3, aksaia is given as the explanation of 

- Brahman; this shows that its meaning 
was considered to be less ambiguous and better fixed than that 
of the term Brahman. In VIII. 11. aksaia is that one “which 
the Veda-knowers declare ”. In VIII. 21, aksaia is the desi- 
gnation of the higher avyakta othervise “called” paramd gaii. 
The Lord is said to be aksara which is “the highest to be 
known” (XI. 18) and “aksaia, sad, asad, and whatever is be- 
yond these” (XI. 37) In XII. 1, the contrast between the 
meditators on aksara and on Krsija ( i. e. pumsa ) is introduced 
as if the distinction between the two were quite well-known; 
the question is not whether both arc objects of meditation, 
but it is, which of the two is better. The description of aksaia 
(m XII. 3) is given not because it is unknown, but because 
thereby the author wants to point cut the difficulties that 
surround the aksai a- mediator (XII. 5). In XV. 16, ksaia and 
aksara are contrasted ( almost in the same way as in Sve. Up. 

I. 8) and kiitastha is said to be the “designation” of aksara 
(kiitasiho sksara ucyate). So, it is quite clear that the author 
of the Gita uses the term aksara in the unambiguous sense of a , 
technical expression. He has inherited it from very old trade ' 
tions, viz., from the traditions of the Oldest Prose and the 
Earlier Metrical Upanisads. 

In addition to the internal evidence that the Gita itself 
supplies to us, we have ample material to 
Aids to interpret recover the meaning or meanings of the 
it. metaphysical terms of this work. First of 

all, we have the Earlier Metrical Upani- 
sads, to wfnch the Gita itself refers (XIII. 4). These are the 
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immediate predecessors of the Gita. A glance at Colonel Jacob’s 
“ Concordance of the Principal Upani- 
The Earlier Met- sads and Bhagavadgita ” will show that 
rical Upanisads. the terms prakrti, maya etc., which are 
not known to the Gita as technical terms, 
occur not at all or rarely in these Upamsads, while the terms 
like samkhya, yoga etc., which the Gita knows as used in more 
than one technical sense are known to these Upanisads but 
not as technical. For the term aksaia, these Earlier Metrical 
Upanisads supply a good deal of information, as can be seen 
by referring to passages like Sve. Up. I. 8,10, Sve. Up. V. 1, 
and Mu. Up. II. 1. 2. The relation of aksara and purusa in 
the Gita is based upon the same in these Upanisads. The 
Mundaka Upamsad in particular has rendered an important 
service m this respect 

The Mahabharata philosophical texts, especially the chap- 
ters of the Moksadharma Section of Book 
The Moksadh- XII, show the stage immediately follow- 
arma Section in mg that of the Gita teaching, just as the 
MBh. XII. Earlier Metrical Upanisads record the 

preceding one. The terms like sakmliya 
and yoga, which have in the Gita two or more technical 
meanings, have here only one 5 and the terms like prakrti etc., 
for the exact sense of which in each verse of its occurrence in 
the Gita we have to depend mainly on the context, are m the 
Mahabharata fixed technical terms. The afoara-doctrine 
of the Gita has undergone a great development and in place 
of the one System of the Gita, we have in the Mahabharata 
at least four Schools, each of which has its own concep- 
tion of aksara. This latter deserves to be fully examined 
in order to make out the sense of the term aksaia in its later 
historical relations. In the course of my investigation it was 
found that the aksara-purusa doctrine as embodied in these 
(four) Mahabharata Schools which are the descendants of the 
Gita doctrine had been misunderstood, in consequence of the 
Gita doctrine itself having been previously misunderstood. 
So the laborious task devolved on me of reconstructing as 
best I could the several systems of those Schools, and thus the 
Chapter on “ Aksara in the Mahabharata ” in this Thesis has 
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come to be the largest one (though it is only the summary of a 
much bigger work to be published on a later occasion, if that 
should be desired ). The MahSbhSrata philosophical portions 
have proved to be specially useful, as th6y have preserved 
for us the history of the aksara- doctrine of the Gita in its 
development prior to Sankara, the eatliest commentator on 
the Gita whose commentary is available to us. 

The Brahmasutras, though not a regular commentary on 
the Gita, were intended to explain not 
The Brahma- only the Upamsads but also the Gita m 
sutras. so far as it agrees or seemed to agree 

with them. They, thus, have a right to 
be examined for the present inquiry. It is well-known that 
“ apt ca smaiyate ” and similar expressions in the Sutras refer 
always to the Gita. Though the verses of the Gita are referred 
to in the Sutras only as a witness for the view of the Sutrakara 
about the Upamsads, and though unlike the latter, they rarely 
form the visayavakya of an entire adlukarana, the Sutras’ 
attempt to fix the meaning of the Upnisads which had greatly 
influenced the Gita doctrine is really useful to us for our pre- 
sent purpose. The Sutrakara had to consider, among many 
others, the same terms with which we are confronted in the 
Gita; avyakta ( 1.4.1— 7, in Ka.Up.I.3.11 ), aksara ( 1.2.21-23, in 
Mu.Up.1. 1.5-6 ; and 1.3.10-11, in BrUp.III.8.7-8 ), dlnrti (1.3. 
16, in Bh.Gi XIII.6), firakrti ( 1.4.23)', yom (1.4.27, in Bh.Gi. 
VII. 6, XIV. 3-4), saniadlu ( II.3.39, in Bh.Gi.1 1.44.5 3 ), para 
(II. 3.41, III.2.11 etc., inBh GUI. 59, III.19), avyakta (III.2.23), 
purusa (1.2.26) — these and many other terms have been either 
discussed or are used during discussion by the Sutrakara. 
Among the many useful remarks that the Sutrakara makes 
regarding the terminology concerning aksara and purusa , I 
may here point out Br. Su.III.3.52 where he says that “Aksara 
and purusa have the same designations in common, but the 
application of terms m each case to either of them is to be 
determined by the frequency of their occurrence ” (Appendix 
IV). But what is more important is the u&sfjra-dcctrine of the 
Sutras in its relation to the piuusa- doctrine. As one would 
expect from an author who lived some centuries after the 
Earlier Metrical Upamsads, the Gita and the Mahabharata, (and 
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the Buddisttc philosophy), we have in the Sutras an indepen- 
dent view has id upon these texts, revealing an age of 
criticism, that yet remembered the Gits 
doctrine and- was thus much earlier than that of Sankara. 
When I discovered that the Sutrakara’s aksara-ox-pui usa 
doctrine was directly based upon the still unforgotten tradi- 
tions of the aksam-a.nd-purusa doctrine of the Gita ( though 
the Sutrakara understands them in his own way), the difference 
between the Sutrakara’s own teaching and that of his commen- 
tators appe ired so great that I had to undertake an independent 
interpretation of the Sutras concerned, leaving aside the 
question of critcising the other interpretations. Thus, the 
Sutras have given an unexpected help in settling the sense 
of the term aksara in the Gita. 

In this way it will be seen that for fixing the terminology 
of the Gita we have an amount of useful materials coming to 
our aid. 


Synonyms 

aksara. 


of 


I must here note that the Gita uses a number of expressions 
in place of aksara, such as prnkrii, para 
Prakrit, inaJiad brahman, ksetra , yom, 
avyakla, bwhmau, atman. A systematic 
account of these had to be postponed owing to the bulk that 
this dissertation reached already during the investigation of the 
term ‘'aksara”, though almost all of these and also some of the 
terms for the lower Nature had to be indirectly dealt with in 
course of the study, not only in the light of the evidence of the 
Gita but also in that of the other literature connected with the 
subject. 

Regarding the results of my investigation I feel tempted 
to say with Kalidasa: “Balavad apt siksita- 
ucnn dtmany apralyayam cetah ” (Sakun- 
tala I. 2). I confess, I really have such a 
feeling as regards some of the details of the 
interpretations I have given to the various texts. I think how- 
ever, that my dissertation will show that till now we have either 
missed or not properly realised the significance of one very 
important Chapter in the History of Indian Philosophy. The 
history of the aksara-purusa conception covers a very long 
period of metaphysical thought definitely beginmftg with the 


Result of the 
Author’s Investiga- 
tion. 
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ago of ths Earlier Metrical Upanisads. The view of these was 
confirmed and amplified by the GitS. This led to the origin 
and development of the four groat philosophical Schools of the 
Mahabharata, including the Mahabharata SSmkhya School. 
These, in their turn, were responsible for the establishment of 
the Vedanta as a system in opposition to other Systems, the 
earliest account of which can be said to have come down to 
us m the Brahmasutras, which, henceforth, became the philo- 
sophical Text Book of all the various Branches of the Veda. 
If my interpretations of these texts, taken in their entirety, are 
not wrong, that will prove not only the importance of the 
aksam-pumsa doctrine in Indian Metaphysics, but it will 
also explain the as yet unsolved question of the origin of the 
Classical SSmkhya, which should be ultimately traced to the 
Gita theory of two Natures. Moreover, it has been here 
discovered that the idea of a transcendent God, as we have it 
in the Classical Yoga School, originated in the rejection of the 
Upamsadic identity of Jiva and Param5tman. Regarding the 
texts here dealt with, it is hoped, that the new interpretation 
given to many verses of the Gita and the reconstruction of the 
Schools of the later Mahabharata made in this work will show 
that this “Great Epic of India” is a much more consistent and 
much more useful account of the philosophical movements of 
those days than it lias been hitherto believed to be. Lastly, 
it is left to the reader how far the pioneer effort made here to 
present an independent explanation of parts of the Brahma- 
sutras is successful in its aim of discovering the original mean- 
ing of that aphoristic work. 

. In conclusion, it remains to be stated that I have as a 
, , rule used the Bombay edition of the 

Translations used. MahibhSrata; wherever the Kumbha- 
konam edition was used, it has been so 
stated. Similarly in case of numbering the Sutras I have 
followed Sankara’s pathn ; otherwise, I have made a note. A 
list of translations and interpretations of the various texts used 
by me is given overleaf. I am indebted to most of these for 
supplying me with a stimulating puivapaksa on a fairly good 
number of passages. 

2 
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CHAPTER I. 


AKSARA IN THE UPANISADS. 

♦ P 

The conception of the impersonal Absolute goes back to 
the Rgveda: “ That which is one the wise 
The Impersonal speak of in various ways ” (ekcini sad 
and the Personal viprii bahudhd vadnti RV. I. 164.47 ) and 
in the Vedas. “ That one (n.) breathed by its own 
power in absence of air” * ( dnld avatarn 
svadhaya tad ekam- RV. X. 129. 2. ). The idea of the personal 
is also to be traced to the same source: “ Purusa alone is all 
this ” ( purusa ev edajn sarvain- RV. X. 90. 2 ). 

Again, the Oldest Prose Upamsads know both these con- 
ceptions “ Across what then, pray, is the 
In the Oldest Ether woven, warp and woof ? (Br. Up. 
Prose Upamsads. III. 8. 7 ); He said: ‘That, O Gargi, the 
Brahman-philosophers call the Immu- 
table ( aksaia ). It is not coarse, not fine, not short, not long, 

(Br. Up. III. 8. 8). Verily, O Gargi, at the command of 

that Immutable, the sun and the moon stand separately sus- 
tained (Br. Up. III. 8. 9) Verily, O Gargi, that Immutable 

is the unseen seer, the unheard hearer, the unthought thinker, 
the ununderstood understander. Other than it there is naught 
that sees; other than it there is naught that hears; other than 
it there is naught that thinks; other than it there is naught that 
understands’ ” (Br. Up. III. 3. 11). The personal at man also 
is described in the same terms m Br Up. III. 7. 23. About 
purusa we read: “ So much is his greatness, yet purusa 
is greater than this, all beiugs are one -fourth of him; 
three-fourths of him, the Immortal ( anirta ) is in heaven ” 
(Cha. Up. III. 12. 6, RV. X. 90. 3) The puiusa in the eye and 
in the sun are mentioned m Cha. Up. I. 7. 5 and I. 6. 6. The 
“ Golden purusa ” is found ui Br Up IV. 3. 11. Br Up. also 
states “ I am Brahman ” (I. 4. 10.) and “ He who is yonder, 
yonder pitnisa — I myself am he ” (V. 15. 1). 
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Neither the Rgveda nor these oldest Upanisads feel it 
necessary to consider whether the final 
The two Concep- reality is personal or impersonal The 
tions not yet con- Br. Up. even ascribes personal attributes 
nected. like that of ‘commanding’ ( piasasana ) 

to the impersonal aksara. Both the ideas 
of aksara and pnuisa are mentioned here independently of 
each other. Aksara is neither identified with purusa, nor is 
it lower than puntsa. Each by itself is the highest object 
of human life. The direct effect of aksara is the first element 
- called Ether; and between aksara and the Ether, there is no 
other principle. 

But when we come to the Earlier Metrical Upanisads, we 
find as if their authors were engaged in the problem: “ Are 
aksara and purusa two or one ? In what relation do they stand?” 

The Mundaka Upamsad in one place preserves an earliest 
effort aimed as if at solving this problem. 
Earliest Solution It thinks it best to identify the two and 
of their Relation. thus to speak of aksata-puritsa “the Im- 
mutable [or] the Purusa” (Mu. Up. 1.2. 13: 
Appendix I). The author of this passage was confronted only 
with the Oldest Prose U panisads; he did not know the “Spiritual 
Dualism” contained in the “Pluralistic Dualism’’ of the Maha- 
bharata Aupanisaclas, of which we shall have to speak hereafter. 
He tried to answer the problem of his age: “ Is the final 
reality personal or impersonal?” He acquiesced in sunply putting 
the two conceptions side by side. He may have been encourag- 
ed in doing so by those who held that “ This shining, immortal 

jpiLMsa who is in this earth is just this atman, this 

| Immortal (amrta), tins Brahman, this All ” (Br.Up II. 5. 1). 

But this identification did not satisfy the philosophers of 
the Eailier Metrical Upanisads, who 
Further Develo- seem to have gone on reasoning “ How 
pment: The Impel'- could the personal and the impersonal be 
sonal lower than identified ? Were they not both of them 
the Personal. mentioned separately in the Oldest Prose 

Upanisads ? If they should be kept 
separate, what could be their relation ? Can the impersonal be 
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the master of the personal ? No. The personal must be 
higher than the impersonal,” This seem to have been the view 
prevalent during the age of th,e Earlier Metrical Upamsads. 
All of them agree in placing purusa above aJSsara (Mu.Up. II. 1 . 
1-2, III. 2. 8; Appendix I; Pr. Up. V. 5, 7; App. I; Sve. Up. I. 
7—12, V. I; App. I ). The Katha Up. says “Purusa is higher 
than avyakta" (Ka. Up. III. 11), and in 
Avyakta, a syno- Tai. Up. II. 5, we read: “Brahman is the 
nym of aksara. tail ( of the blissful atman of the form 
of puntsa ).” Such a tendency is already 
found in Br. Up. where atman (who is identical with aksara 
in Br. Up. III. 8. 8-11) and purusa called “ Aupanisada 
Purusa ” are separately described in the same terms (Br. Up. 
III. 9. 26) and yet purusa is said to be the last resort 
( parayana ) of atman the All (Br. Up. III. 9. 10-17), and where 
amrta (a synoym of aksara as m Sve. Up. 1. 10) is distingui- 
shed from purusa because it is his devatd (Br Up. III. 9. 10). 

But though the impersonal is thus definitely said to be 
lower than the personal, both of them 
Both eternal: both are the goals (gati, the summum bonum) 
goals: both vidyas. for those who desire to be free from the 
world (Mu. Up. III. 2. 8, 1 1.5, III 1. 1; 
App. I). The Mundaka Upanisad (II and III) amis at teaching 
that both aksara and purusa are objects to be independently 
pursued by men, though those who meditate on puntsa 
go beyond “the bright one” i. e. aksata (Mu. Up. III. 2. 1, 
App. I). The Pr. Up. says that *’ jlvaghana brahmaloka ” i.e. 
aksata is the lower brahman and puntsa is the higher brahman 
(Pf. Up. V. 2, 5-7 App. I). Aksata and puntsa are said to 
be the goals respectively in Sve.JUp. IV. 18, 111. Again, the 
teaching of aksara as well as that of purusa is vidya “the Lore” 
(Mu. Up. I. 1. 5, I. 2. 13, II. 1. 10, III. 2. 10). Moreover, both 
aksara and purusa are eternal and unborn (Mu. Up I 1. 6, II. 
1. 2, Sve. Up. I. 9). To this conception of the impersonal 
,and the personal is to be traced ultimately the earliest germ 
Sof the Mahabharata and the Classical Samkhya as we shall see 
! later on. . 
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But, if aksaia and pwusa am both of them "goals,” bpth 
of them "Lores,” and both of them eternal, 
isara, a on- s h ou id the former be lower than the 
- latter? The reason was more a cosmogo- 

ncip e a so. nical one than either theological or onto- 

logical. Brahman or aksara or cwyakia which is lower than 
the pin ii?a (Mu. Up. II. 1. 2; £ve. Up. 1. 1. 8; Ka. Up. III. 11) 
is a living principle ( jlvaghana- Pr. Up. V. 5, App. I; prajnana- 
ghana- Br. Up. IV. 5. 13; jiva atmaii ChS. Up. VI. 3. 2, VI. 11. 
1.); and both aksaia and purusa are jointly to produce the 
world (Mu. Up. II. 1. 5 c-d). 


How can these animate and conscious principles produce 
the inanimate, the unconscious? Here 
Aksara , the Mat- the Earlier Metrical Upanisads contem- 
rix ( yom ). plate on the nature oE the relation bet- 

ween aksara and pwusa. The $ve. Up. 
has gone further m solving this problem than either Mundalca 
or Prasna Upamsad. The Mu. Up. said that aksaia is the 
matrix, yom, m respect to punts i (Mu. Up. III. 1. 3b), and that 
“the male pours seed into the female” (Mu. Up. II. 1. 5) The 
S>ve. Up. confirms this idea of the relation (Sve. Up. I. 2; VI. 
16a, V. 6), but explains it further: aksara is a power of the 
Lord (Sve. Up. III. 3), an unborn female 
Aksara, the Power (I. 9); aksara is the mayd or piakrh and 
(sakti). purusa is ‘ the nidyw ’ the possessor of 

mdyd (IV. 10); and in this respect, not 
in so far as it is a “goal”, aksaia is “the ruled” and pumsa 
is “the ruler” (while the Jiva is a “nol-ruler”, Sve. Up. I. 8). 

The Sve. Up. is the first to use these 
Aksara, adhatma terms for explaining aksara. To put it m 
of pumsa. the terms of Vedanta philosophy, aksara 

is dharma, pumsa is dharmiu. This 
seems to be the sense of the higher — ness ( paratva ) 

of the purusa, and it is quite consistent with the statement 
that both aksara and pumsa are eternal, that the knowledge of 
both is Brahmavidya, and that both are goals. The paratva has 


to do with creation, not with absolution. 
1 °!?. rine °, There is a "Spiritual Dualistic Monism”; 
a is ic . omsm. together Wl th the Jiva, aksara and purusa 
form a Triad, but not three principles (Sve. Up. I. 9, 12). 



is 


With the above relation, dksaia and puiim set out to 
create the world. At this stage, a new 
Two Natures in conception enteis the field of Indian 
the Earlier Metrical Philosophy. The authors of the EMU 
Upanisads. thought that the unconscious world (jada 

jagat) could only be produced out of an 
unconscious principle. They could not think that “the Ether” 
(akasa) was directly the effect of aksara, as YSjnavalkya had 
really believed (Br. Up. III. 8. 11; see P. 12 above). They 
said, the unconscious Nature is an effect born of aksam when 
this falls into pregnancy through puuisa (p. 14 above). This 
Nature is called brahman in Mu. Up. I. 1. 8-9, The Sve. Up. 
says that piadliana is the Mutable (I. 10). The*Ka Up. meant 
the same when it placed niahan alma between buddhi and 
avyakta (III. 10-11, VI. 7). The Ka. Up. is the first to en- 
umerate the principles making the world, in the form of an 
evolutional series such as becomes common in later philosophy. 
This Nature from which the world is directly produced is 
inanimate, while aksaia is the animate Nature As we shall 
see later on, this distinction between the two Natures continues 
to be maintained in the Aupanisada School during the period 
of the Gita and the Mahabharat. 

There are many synonyms of aksara, which rise up during 
this period of the EMU. The most 
< Terms for the important of these for the history of 
Higher Nature. Indian Philosophy are avyakta (Sve. Up. 

I. 8; Ka. Up. III. 11) and vidyci (Sve Up. 
V. 1, App. I); “ prakrli ” may also be noted here (Sve.Up.IV. 10). 

’ The unconscious Nature was called the biahman which is 
born (Mu. Up. 1. 1. 8-9), avidya (£>ve. 
Terms tor the Up. V. 1), team (Sve. Up. I. 8, 10), 
Lower Nature. and pradhana (Sve.Up. 1. 10). Pmdhana 

was so called because it was thought to 
F be the first of the produced things. It had not become a 
technical term even in the days of the MahabhSrata and the 
Brahmasutras where we find the word used by different 
schools in different meanings as it suited them. (See Ch. IV.) 
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The conception of the paths to reach aksara or purnsa 
has also advanced during this period. 
Paths leading to This is clear when we contrast the simple 
aksara and purnsa. mention of “jnana” and “ dcvayana ” in 
the Oldest Prose Upanisads with the 
statements on the same topic in Mu. Up. Ill and Sve. Up. VI. 
13. This shall be considered along with the teaching of the 
Gita on the same subject. 

If we compare the idea of aksara in the EMU with that 
in the OPU, we find that, unlike the j 
Progress during Br. Up. (III. 8. 9) which makes aksara, j 
the EMU Period. the impersonal principle, “ a ruler ” or 
“ a commander ” sustaining by its 
command the world, the Sye. Up. definitely separates the 
functions of aksa)a and purnsa, and makes only the latter the 
ruler and sustainer Sve. Up. I. 8 says that the Lord, aksara 
and the Jiva are the ruler, the ruled and not-ruler respectively. 
Sve. Up. 1. 9 a-b and IV. 5 state that all these three are 
“unborn”. Sve. Up. 1.12 explains the same three as “the inciter”, 
prentr, “ the object of enjoyment ”, bhogya, and “the enjoyer”, 
bhokir. The lower Nature is ksara or piadhana (Sve. Up. 1. 10)’ 
or vyakta (Sve. Up. I. 8); it is called vyakta because the Sve. 
Up. which mentions aksara as the only avyakla , does not yet 
know the theory of two avyaktas of the Gita (Bh. Gi. VIII. 
19-21, App. I and II ); but this lower Nature is not “ unborn ” 
and is not to be included m the Triad. The term “ brahmam M 
seems to have been used here for the Triad specially to 
distinguish it as a whole from aksaia 
Idea of Trinity or Isa either of which could be called 
in the Sve. Up. Brahman (n.). Though the word 
“ brahmam ” may mean a Brahman-song 
elsewhere, such a sense cannot be reasonably attributed to the 
term here. “ Brahmam ” ( Sve, Up. I. 9,12 ) is equivalent to 
“ paramam brahma ” in Sve. Up. I. 7. The three are tray a or 
three (Sve. Up. I. 7,9), but they form a three-fold reality called 
“ tiiviclham biahmam” ( Sve. Up. I. 12 ). We shall see later 
on how the authors of the Mahabharala ( XII. 217 ) used this 
passage of the Sve. Up. to express their own idea of a Tetrad. 



CHAPTER II. 


AKSARA IN THE BHAGAVADGITA. 

The Gita accepts the distinction between aksara and 
purusa, taught origi nally in the Eai tier Metrical Upanisads. 
Aksara is not to be identified with purusa (Bh. Gi. VIII. 3-4, 
10-11, 21-22; XII. l-4 ; XV. 16-18; App! II.); purusa is beyond 
(para) aksara (V III. 21—22; XV. 18; 

Aksara and purusa App. II); as an object of meditation and 
two “goals” as in as a “goal 11 ahara is not dependent on 
EMU. purusa (VIII. 11; XII. 1). The aksara- 

mediiators may even be said to reach 
the purusa (Bh. Gi. XII. 4), or else those who have reached 
aksara or Brahman, make a further progress and reach the 
purusa (Bh. Gi. XVIII. 53-55; App. II). In this last point the 
Gita seems to develop the earlier rtfenra-doctrine. The Gita 
prefers the meditation on purusa to that on aksara, because 
the former is easier than the latter (Bh. 
Purusa the Pre- Gi XII. 5). Purusa is the “presiding 
siding Deity. deity”, adhidaivata (VIII. 4, 22; App. II), 

and presides over aksara which is his 
“abode” dhaman (Bh. Gi. VIII. 21, 3, 11). This idea of dhaman 
appears originally in the Mu. Up. (III. 2. 

Aksara , the abode, f-4; App. I) and the Gita develops it. 

The word “ pada ” is used for “ dhaman ” 
in Bh. Gi. XV. 4 (as probably in Ka. Up. III. 11.) 

One older word for aksara, used in the Gita is Brahman. 

It should be here pointed out that the 
Brahman, a Sy- Gita is always careful not to identify 
nonym of aksara. purusa with Brahman, because the latter 
stands for aksara which is different from 
and lower than purusa. Krsna is identified with purusa , and 
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not with Brahman, 

Brahman, not 
identified with 
Krsna or purusa. 

App. II). It would 


Brahman in Gita 
VIII. 


Even Garbc finds that in reply to Arjuna’s 
question: “ What is that Brahman ? ” 
(Bh. Gi. VIII. 1), Krsna does not say 
“I am that Brahman ”, but says that 
Brahman is aksara ( Bh. Gi. VIII. 3; 
have been better if Garbe had accepted 
as genuine this position of the Gita 
as regards the relations of Brahman 
or aksara and purusa, as he actually 
found it in the Gita itself. In Bh. Gi. XIV. 


26-27, pwusa or Krsna who is identified with putusa is stated 
to be the foundation, pratistjia, of Brahman 
In Gita XIV. or aksara. If we accepf this statement of 
the Gita that Krsna or punisa is different 
from aksara or Brahman, we can clearly understand the teach- 
ing of the Gita. Bh. Gi. VI. 27-29 explains the method of 
dhya.ua as applied to Brahman (the word 
In Gita VI. “ah nan” was also used in those days for 

aksara or Brahman, as m Mu. Up. II. 2. 
3-5, see App. I), and the same is said also of Krsna i.e. purusa 
in VI. 30-32. Bh. Gi. VI. 27-32 is no interpolation, because it 
does not say that “ Krsna is Brahman ”; it distinguishes the 
two and only teaches the same method as to the attainment of 
both. In Bh. Gi. VIII. 1-4 Brahman is explained as aksara , 
and purusa or Krsna as the adludaivata; the adhiyajha 
(VIII. 4c-d) is not “ an answer by Krsna regarding himself ”; 
it refers to the Yajna-plnlosophy of the Gita according to 
which every act of a man is a yajha and every man is the 
purusa. That the purusa mentioned in VIII. 4b is “the answer 
by Krsna regarding himself” can be easily seen by a glance 
iat VIII. 5-14 which verses speak of Krsna as if he were 
identified with purusa. Krsna’s being pratistha “ the founda- 
tion ” of Brahman ( XIV. 26-27 ) means that purusa is the 
adhidaivala of aksara. ( VIII. 3-4 ): Krsna is identified with 
purusa , not with “ the God ”, or “ a demi-god ”, or “ the 
Impersonal”. In XVIII. 50-53, 54-55, Krsna is not identified 


In Git5 XVIII. 


with Brahman; but it is said that 
after reaching Brahman one can by 


further development reach punisa who is higher than aksara. 
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Vasudevah saivain ( Bh. Gi. VIII. 19, XI. 40 ) is not different 
from purusa ev edam saivam (RV. X. 

Meaning of “Vasil- 90. 2). Similarly, the other verses of the 
dev ah sarvam” in seventh Adhyaya of the Gita will be 
Gita VII. explained without any difficulty, if we 

accept the Gita's own words that purusa 
is higher than aksara, and if we remember that this puiusa is 
the Aupanisada purusa , and that according to the Gita 
both of them are “ goals ” to be reached by the same 
methods. In Bh. Gi. X. 12; XI. 18, 17; VII. 19; XI. 40 it 
is not that the re-editor has not “ shnnked from asserting 
out and out the identity of Krsna with Brahman ” (Garbe, 
IBG, p. 7) as he had done in Bli. Gi. VIII. l-*4; but Krsna is 
here said to be both Brahman or aksara 
Brahman in Gita and purusa ( X. 12; XI. 18; XI. 37-38 ); 
X and XI. similarly he is also Vayu, Yama, etc. etc. 

(XI. 39). When in the famous Rg-verse 
the one Being is identified with Agm, Varuna, Indra, etc., or 
when m Narada’s prayer in MBh. XII. 338, Narayana is said 
to be Purusa (8), Pradhana (12), Sacrifice (67), PSncaratrika 
(67), Samkhya, Yoga (78) etc., we should suppose that each 
of these passages was composed at different periods part by 
part as the different identifications arose, if we accept Prof. 
Garbe’s explanation of Bh. Gi. X 12 etc. A comparison of 
Bh. Gi. V. 14-17 with V. 18-26 will show that they teach the 
attainment of Purusa and Brahman 
In Gita V. respectively through the same means 

viz., the path of Yoga; in V. 19 Brahman 
is said to be free from faults and impartial, while the same is 
said of prablui, the Lord, in V. 14, as distinguished from the 
Yogas following the path of purusa , who dedicate their intel- 
lect and mind, and devote themselves to purusa or prabhu 
(17), the Yogas following the path of aksara aie here taught 
to turn their mind inward and find pleasure and peace 
and light within themselves ( 24 a-b, 21 lb ). One can 
dedicate all his actions to Brahman ( IV. 24, V. 10 ) or to 
_ purusa ( IX. 16 ). Bh. Gi. IV. 35 and 

In Gita I . VI. 30 say that one can see all beings 

in Krsna or purusa and vice versa; the same is said of 
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aksara or aim an in VI. 28-29 where the word citman is used 
for Brahman. In fact k there are two 
In Gita VI. “ goals aksara or Brahman and putusa 

or Krsiia; and there are m any paths 
to attain either of the two. If the Gita offers any teaching 
regarding these two, it is that the two are never to be iden- 
tified. Both can be reached by the same means, as said in 
XII. 1 and therefore the Gita is against their identification 
All the so-called Vedantic interpolations assumed by Prof. 

Garbe can be understood as genuine 
Prof. Garbe’s parts of the Gita if we accept the Gita’s 
View untenable. own view regarding the relation cf aksara 
and pm asa. Krsna is purusa , not aksara. 
This can be easily seen if we contrast the Gita with the Panca- 
r5tra texts of the Mahabharata ( see Ch. Ill ) or with the 
BhSgavata Purina. 


Though, as a goal aksara is independent of purusa, 
in the process of creation this is not the case. The Gita’s 
doctrine of aksaia as one of the two goals is the same as that 
of the EMU. What the Gita particularly seems to contribute 
to the philosophy of those days is its teaching about aksaia 
as a partner of the purusa in the act 
Gita’s Distinction ofjcreation, and this was done by dis- 
between the two tinguishing aksara from the unconscious 
Natures. Nature or brahman of Mu. Up. 1. 1.9. 

Let us therefore briefly notice the Gita’s 
contrast of the higher Nature with the lower one. Aksara is 
here also a conscious living Nature 
Aksara, the High- (VII. 5; cctaua in XIII. 6) as in Pr. Up. 
er Nature, a V. 5 ( see p. 13 ) and the upholding 
Living, Spiritual ( dJnii ) of the woild is here also one of its 
Principle. functions ( Bh. Gi, XIII. 6; VII. 5; Br. 

Up. III. 8. 9; Br. Su. I. 3. 10, 16). For 
this reason it would not be accepted as the direct cause of the 


The Lower Na- 
ture, an Effect of 
aksara. 


world. So aksara is in the Gita the 
cause of brahman “ the lower Nature ”, 
as m the "Mundaka Upamsad ( Bh. 
Gi. III. 15; Mu.’ Up. 1. 1. 9); and this 


lower Nature becomes ( through activity or karman ) the 
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cause of the creation ( III. 15; App. II ). This relation 
of atom a and this brahman is the same as that in Mu. 
Up. I. 1. 9 l. e. the latter is “ born ” of the former. Aksara 
may be called para prakrh, and the brahman apara prakrti 
(VII. 4-5); m contrast with the latter which is called brahman 
(III. 15) aksara may be called mahad 
Synonyms of brahman (XIV. 3). The higher Nature 
aksara. may be called the sanatana avyakta or \ 

aksara (VIII. 20-21); the lower Nature 1 
is avyakta technically so called (VIII. lb; XIII. 5; App. II). i 
The union of the higher Nature and the ! 
Gita’s Theory of purnsa leads to the birth of “all beings” 
two avyaktas or two ( VII. 6, XIV. 3; XIII. 26 ) Aksara is 
prakrtis. called also ksetra (XIII. b, 26) or simply 

prakrh (XIII. 19) and is eternal ( anadi 
or sanatana, as in VIII. 20 ) like purnsa (XIII 19). The Gita 
associates the three gunas only with the lower Nature ( III. 

27, etc. ), and “ karman ” activity is the 
The Higher Na- latter’s special attribute (III. 15). Maya 
ture, eternal. in here the lower Nature ( Cf. III. 

27 with VII. 14-15 ). But though the 
The Lower Na- Gita thus makes a minute distinction 
ture, a Material between the lower Nature, the higher 
Principle. Nature and the purnsa, it should be 

noticed that these three are not enume- 
rated in the Gita as three principles; the lower Nature is 
twice said to be the effect of aksara ( III. 15 , IX. 7-1 0 ), 
but the higher Nature is eternal like 
Difference bet- purnsa as we saw above, and the 
ween the Gita and relation cf these last two may not have 
the U- MBh. been considered by the Gita to be really 

more than that of dhai inadhainnbhava. 
This is clear from the statement that even the aksara- wor- 
shippers, in a sense, reach the purnsa . 

Unlike the S>vc. Up. ( I. 8 ) and Ka. Up. ( III. 11 ) the 
Gita knows two avyaktas (VIII. 18-20, 
Progress durings XIII. 5), and while the Sve. Up. under- 
the Gita Period. stood ksara to mean pradhana and ex-' 
plained ksara as vyakhv, the Gita says 
that ksara consists of “ all beings " ( Bh. Gi. VIII. 18-19; 



22 


VIII. 4; III. 14-15; XV. 16 ) and that “ all manifestations ” 
vyaktis ^rise from the lower Unmanifest which is lower than 
the higher or “ eternal ” avyakia called aksara (VIII. 18-21). 
Equally important with the mention of these two avyaktas is 
that of two prakrtis in the Gita, while the Sve. Up. ( IV. 10 ) 
knew only one principle called prahti which is the higher one 
of the Gita These two avyaktas and two prakrtis were the chief 
points round which, as we shall see in the next Chapter, 
the Mahabharata philosophers centred their discussions. 

Of greater historical worth than its contribution to the 
metaphysics of the day, was the Gita’s ethical and religious 
teaching. This was its doctrine about the three great paths 
of absolution: the sainkhya, the yoga, and the updsana or the 
bhakti paths. The Gita says that aksara or purusa can be 
reached by any one of the many paths 
The Three Great (Bh. Gi. IV. 11, 25-30; IX. 15). Bh. Gi. 
Paths of the Gita. XIII. 24 -25 gives the names of these as 
dhyanayoga, samkhyayoga, kannayoga, 
and the path of pure updsana i.e. updsana not accompanied by 
knowledge. The first three are also mentioned under the names 
of dhydna, juana and kannaphalaiyaga in Bh. Gi. XII. 1 2. 
The three paths of b/iakh, jildna and karma it are also to be 
found in Bh. Gi. IX. 13-14, 15 and 16 respectively. The path 
of devotion is preached throughout the Gita ( XIII. 25; IV. 
10; VII. 16; IX. 13-14, 32-33; XII. 1-2; XVIII. 55 ). The 
path of complete self-surrender and divine grace may have 
been meant in XVIII. 62, 64-66 and XI. 47-48, though the 
Gita does not seem to distinguish it from the path of devotion, 
in the way it distinguishes between sainkhya and yoga or 
plana and kaiman. Each of these is not exclusive of the rest, 
but one particular idea is prominent in each. Dhyana may 
have been helpful to all those who aspired after liberation. 

Here we are concerned chiefly with sainkhya and yoga. 
These terms occur only once in Sve. Up. viz., VI. 13, where 
the context shows that they are names of paths to reach the 
goal; there is no word to indicate that they stand there for 
philosophical schools of those names; on the contrary it seems 
that in the Sve. Up. they are less sharply contrasted with each 
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other than in the GitS. That the Gita knows these terms only 

as paths can be proved from the fact 
Samkhya and that Arjuna is asked to follow either of 
yoga in the Gita, the two paths samkhya ' and yoga (II. 39; 
only two Paths, not III. 3; V. 1-5; vi. 1-2, XIII. 24; XVIII. 
two Schools. 1,49-55, 56). If samkhya and yoga 

had been two schools of those names at 
that time, the author of the Gita who belonged to neither' of 
these but to the Aupamsida School, would not have asked 
Arjuna to follow either of these. Samkhya is a synonym for 
sannyasa ( V. 1-5; VI. 2; XVIII. 1; XVIII. 50-55 ) or jnana 
(III.3; IX. 15; XII. 12, XVIII. 50-55); and yoga means the path 
of action, the more complete name being karmayoga ( III. 3; 
V. 1-2, 4-5; XIII 24d; XIII. le; XVIII. 56). If these terms had 
any other signification at that time, who could have profited 
by these explanations assigned to them in the Gita ? 

I should here draw attention to the necessity of rendering 
“ samkhya ” in the Gita by “ renunciation” rather than by 
“ knowledge ”. The origin of the samkhya path is to be traced 
to the belief in jilana or vidya as a means for absolution; and 
this word “jilana ” was originally used to imply renunciation 
of actions though the latter may have 
Samkhya, sannyd- meant only sacrificial actions. “Avidya” 
sa rather thanjhana. meant sacrificial rites (Ka. Up. II. 4-5; Cf. 

Mu.Up. I. 2. 8), and vidya the Aupanisadic 
knowledge in contrast to these; when the term para vuiya was 
used for the latter, apnra vidya was used 
Jhana, the re- for the former, as in Mu. Up. I. 1. 4. 
verse of kannan i.e. where vidya is contrasted with the Vedic 


sannyasa in the rites. But the contrast between these 
EMU. two careers for life (instha ) is brought out 

most clearly in Mu. Up. 1. 2. Avidya 
( in Mu. Up. 1. 2. 9a ) is explained as kannan in “ Yat 
kanninah ” (Mu. Up. I. 2. 9c); and so the life of begging, 


hhaiksacarya (Mu. Up. I. 2. 11.), stands for vidya. This passage 
of Mu. Up. is a record of the later form of a conflict between the 
followers of the Vedic path of actions and those of “renuncia- 
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tion of those actions” called jhana, such as we read of in Cha. 
Up. V. 10 which uses the term “pathas” for the two paths 
(Cha. Up. V. 10. 8.), characterises them as “light” and “smoke” 
i (Cha. Up. V. 10. 1 and 3) and calls them “devayana" and 
“ pitrydna ” (Cha. Up. V. 10. 2, 4). The same two paths are des- 
cribed m Ka. Up. 1. 3. The words “in the forest” ( aranye - 
Cha. Up. V. 1. 1) and “the life of begging” (bhaiksacatya- Mu. 
Up. I. 2. 11) are indicative of “renunciation” sannyasa, a word 
not known to these earlier Upanisads and therefore not to be 
expected therein. This latter term came into vogue for the 
first time in the days of the Gita, which uses both the terms 
jiiana and sannyasa as synonyms (Bh. 
Yoga in the Gita, Gi. III. 4, V. 1-2). In the Gita, kannan 
inclusive of jiiana or kaimayoga or yoga, as it is often 
l. e. the Knowledge called, is not unaccompanied by know- 
of Atman. ledge, as it was the case with the path of 

“ kannan ” in the earlier Upanisads. Bh. 
Gi. II. 53 says that the sthitaprajha described in II. 54-72 is a 
follower of the yoga and a*gl ance at Ins picture will show that 
he lacks no knowledge. Bh. Gi. III. 3-4 will show that samkhya 
is primarily concerned with sannyasa , and yoga with action, 
* while neither is particularly a path of knowledge. Whenever 
Arjuna is asked to perform the actions of his life, he is advised 
to do so after having attained knowledge (IV. 15). The illustra- 
tion of Janaka as follower of the path of kannan proves the 
same (III. 20). Kannan or yoga by itself attains the 
same fruit as samkhya or sannyasa (V. 4-5). Instead of jhana , 
sannyasa is opposed to karma or yogan in V. 1-2 and other 
places. It is well known that the predecessor of Sankara . had 
explained jnanakarmasamuccaya to be 
Yoga , jhana plus the teaching of the Gita. If the Gita 
kannan. opposed pure action (i e. action without 

knowledge) to knowledge or renunciation 
and said that either of the two leads to the same goal, one fails 
to understand how it could teach such a doctrine. When the 
Gita sometimes uses the term jhana in place of the clearer 
term sannyasa, it does so because it retains the older usage of 
the term while it admits or probably employs for the first time 
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the new expression. All these points show, that in the Gita 
samkhya is an equivalent of satmyasa, 
Samkhya, jiimm 1 . e. jnanasamuccitasannyasa , just as 
plus sannyasa. yoga is one of kaunan 1 . e. jnanasamuc- 
citakamiaii. Lastly, if we look to the 
L.MBh. we find that the Samkhya is specially associated with 
asceticism, and, as I shall show later on, the L.MBh. Yoga has 
its own metaphysical theories (Ch. Ill), which could not have 
developed if yoga in the Gita had meant actions without know- 
ledge. For these reasons, I believe, it would be more accurate 
to explain the term samkhya in the GitS as renunciation 
than as knowledge (Bh. Gi. III. 4; V. 1-2). In the Gita 
“knowledge” does not imply renunciation (Prof. Edgerton, 
AJP. XLV, 1924), but it is renunciation itself. In the Gita 
samkhya differs from the yoga only so 
far as this renunciation of actions is 
concerned. There is hardly any other point of difference 
between the two paths, so far as the Gita 
Prof. Edgerton’ s is concerned. The association of samkhya 
View untenable. with renunciation is not incidental but 
inherent (Edgerton, AJP p. 32). To say 
otherwise is to deprive the Gila of its special contribution to 
the Indian religion and ethics. 

The above discussion as regards the meanings of samkhya 
and yoga shows that when the Gita says: 
Meaning of “ Seim - “ Samkhya and yoga are o n e” (V. 5c-d), 
khya and yoga are it means that both are independent paths 
one” in the Gita. to either of the two “ goals ” of 'the Gita, 
aksaia and puntsa. A confusion has arisen 
regarding the meaning of this and similar statements m the Gita, 
because such statements are also made with regard to the 
Samkhy and Yoga Schools of the L. MBh. and the Classical 
ones. It seems that at each of these three periods in Indian 
Philosophy, the saying about the unity or identity of the two 
had quite different meanings and therefore we must interpret 
it always with reference to the context. 
Identity of Goals, The Gita explains it in the words : “The 
not of Paths. same place ( i.e. aksara or purusa ) as is \ 

. reached by the samkliya-foilowers is also j 

reached by the yoga-followers ” (V. 5 a-b), and “One who has 1 
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properly resorted to either of the two, gains the fruit of both” 
(V. 4 c-d). They are two independent paths, 
not two steps on the same path as Sankara believes, nor does 
it mean that “ the same system is both 
Prof. Hopkm’s Samkhya and Yoga, the system being 
View untenable. double but the teaching being identical, ” 
as Prof. Hopkins holds. As we have seen, 
the path of satiny asa accompanied by knowledge was already 
known before the Gita was written, though under the names of 
bhaikscaiya etc., and the path of actions 
Yoga Path, the not accompanied by knowledge was 
Gita’s special .con- also well known (Mu. Up. I. 2. 9-11). The 
tnbution. Gita was the first to put forth systemati- 

cally a third path viz., the path of actions 
accompanied by knowledge and in doing so said that the first 
and the last are the only paths, the middle one being considered 
fit to be condemned (Bh. Gi. II. 41-45 and Mu. Up. I. 2. 1-9); 
and that out of the remaining two the latter was preferable 
( II. 40; III. 4; V. 2; VI. 1-2 ). 

But the Gita as we have it before us betrays more than the 
knowledge of samkhya as a mere path. Though the expres- 
sion “ guna-samkhyana ” cannot in itself suggest any reference 
to samkhya as a school, because “ the discrimination of the 
three constituents " seems to have originated in the Aupanisada 
School (of the Gita) and to have been adopted later on by all 
the philosophical schools that followed it; yet “ samkhye krtante” 
(Bh. Gi. XVIII. 1 3) is the one undoubted 
Gita XVIII. 1 3, reference in the Gita to a philosophical 
a Reference to Sam- school of the name of samkhya which 
khya as a School. could not be directly described 'as a 
darsana or sastra but only as the “ samkhya 
m which the teaching is settled” ( krtanta-siddhanta ). This 
expression, though not implying a complete system of philo- 
sophy, as is shown by its contents, goes against Prof. Edgerton’s 
view that nowhere in the Gita, the sam- 
Prof. Edgerton’s khya has to do with the discussion of 
View untenable. philosophical truth ( AJP. Vol. XLV. 

1924 ). The followers of the path of 
samkhya believed that “ all action ” belonged to prakrti, the 
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lower Nature, as did also the followers of yoga and bhakti. 
But a few of the former who seem to have differed on the 
point, held that the individual soul is one of the five 
agents ( XVIII. 15). While the Gita as 'a whole objected 
to attributing any agency, karlrlva, to 
The Individual the individual soul, these samkhya- sepa- 
Soul, an Agent. ratists, as we may aptly call them, obje- 
cted to attributing the whole agency 
to the individual soul. Both the followers of samkhya and the 
sawMyn-separatists must have accepted aksara and purusa as 
the “goals”-the then prevailing conceptions of summuin bonum. 
The belief that the individual soul is an agent must have been 
originally the reason why the Samkhya-foIloweiS insisted upon 
sannyasa. Bh. Gi. XVIII. 12-16 only shows that some of 
the followers of the samkhya- path of the Gita had begun to 
take interest in philosophical discussions, especially in that on 
the origin of karirtva, the most burning question of the time 
when the Gita was written. These s(b»£//ya-separatists seem 
to have survived in the form of the later Mahfibharata Sam- 
khyas, who also held that the Atman 
Survival of that is an agent (MBh. XII. 315. 7-9; see 
View m L. MBh. Ch. Ill ). But the samkliya-loftowers of 
the Gita seem to have merged into the 
Aupamsada School of the Mahabharata, the question of sannyasa 
having probably come to rest by the doctrine of the four 
asramas or stages of life of which the Gita knows little. Thus, 
as regards the Gita, not only is the samkhya to be understood 
as brahmavidya ( Dahlmann, Nirvana, 
Dr. Dahlmann’s P. 165 ), but even yoga and bhakti or 
View, amplified. upasanii are also brahmavidya or rather/ 
we should say, all the three are paths 
to brahmavidya, because m the Gita as in the EMU, the: 
brahmavidya deals with aksara and purusa, and samkhya, yoga,! 
and bhakti are means to it. 


Regarding yoga, the reader may be reminded that the 
Gita knows two technical meanings of 
the term, viz., ‘ karmayoga ” and “ dhyana - 
yoga”, both of which had no speciaf 
metaphq sical doctrines of their own 
(except that*the “goal” was aksara or puiusa). In the days of 


Two Technical 
Meanings of “yoga”, 
in the Gita. 
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the later MahSbharata, they reach the status of philosophical 
Schools, as also do the samkhya- followers. 

The Gita’s path of bhakti, updsana , grace or complete 
self-surrender (Bh. Gi. XI. 47-48; XVIII. 65-66; IX. 26; X. 9) 
arose from an earlier movement ( Sve. Up. VI. 18, 23; Mu. 
Up. III. 2. 3-4). In the Gita, bhakti leads to aksara or to 
pin usa ( see “ bhaktah ” in Bh. Gi. XII. 1) 
The Path of De- because upasana is not yet completely 
votion and Medita- separated from bhakti. But this upasana 
tion. or bhakti is according to the Gita “one- 

minded” ( VIII. 22, IX. 22; XI. 54;"lX. 
30 ), and that a f the personal, put usa is preferable because it 
is easier than that of the impersonal aksaia (XII. 5). 

The point to be noticed most of all is that the Aupam- 
sadas of the Gita admit the alternative of 
One Aupani- aksaia and purusa, so that the Gita has 
sada School with only one Aupanisida School, and not 
three Paths. two. Moreover the samkhya- yoga- and 
bhakti- paths of the Gita do not discuss 
what are the final principles, what is their number, and 
• how they are mutually related These and other problems are 
attempted for the first time in the later Mahabharata. Thus, 
the Gita has only one philosophical school with three paths. 

Lastly, if it be asked, whether there was a re-edition of 
the “original” Gita, I would venture to 
The Possible Re- suggest that at first the Gita taught the 
edition of the Gita, samkhya and yoga paths to reach aksaia 
or purusa, and afterwards the path of 
bhakti was added to these. We have already seen that the 
path of pure karman and that of pure jhana which must have 
arisen from the Vedas-and-Brahmanas and Upanisads res- 
pectively, were supplanted by the Gita’s teaching about yoga 
i. ‘e. jnanakarmasamuccaya. This latter may have been in 
course supplemented by the path of bhakti, which also admitted 
the possibility of a compromise between pure action or 
kaiman and pure knowledge or satmyasa (see Bh. Gi. V. 29; 
IX. 24, 27; cf. also the performance of sacrifices irf the L.MBh. 
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Pancaratra School ). And this was incorporated into the 
Gita as a third alternative career (inst/ia) in addition to the 
two it had already, viz., sainkhya and yoga. During all these 
stages the philosophical theory inherited 
No Doctrinal from the time of the EMU continued 
Change m the Re- unaltered, and the sainkhya and yoga 
edition. continued to be mere paths, and not 

schools. Thus, when the bliakhyoga 
was recognised as a path, it was a path to aksaia or 
pitiusa ( JLVh. Gi. XII. 1). Purusottama was substituted for 
purusa, but then aksara and ksara came to be described as 
purusas (Bh. Gi. XV. 16--18; App. II). This shows that the 
re-edition must have taken place long before thfe formation of 
the Mahdbharata Pancaratra School which identified aksaia 
and purusa (see Ch. III). 



CHAPTER Ilf. 


AKSARA IN THE LATER MAHABHARATA. 

When one speaks of the _later MahSbharata philosophy, 
he must distinguish not only between four different Schools 
but also between the Chapters describing them. MBh. XII. 
182-253, 302-317, 308, and 334-352 respectively deal with 
the MBh. Aupalnsada, Samkhya, Yoga and PSncaratra Schools. 
The words Samkhya and Yoga are almost entirely wanting in 
182-253 and if they occur they invariably 
show that the author is referring to those 
Schools by way of explaining his own (i.e. 
Aupanisada) School. Thus, 234. 28-30 
is found to be a cursory reference to the 
SSmkhya and Yoga Schools, if we look to 
what precedes and follows these verses. 
Similarly, 210. 9-10 and 14 refer to the PancarStra School by 
such words as “viduh” and “ vadanti the doctrine contained 
in these verses is that which we find in the Narayaniya Section 
(MBh. XII. 334-352). On the contrary 302-307 and 309-317 
give the principles which are common to both Samkhya and 
Yoga, and also those which are peculiar to Samkhya only, and 
even Prof. Hopkins says that 308 records the teaching of the 
Yoga School only. Prof. Edgerton’s 
Prof. Edgerton. contention that the principles described 
in 308 belong to both the Samkhya and 
Yoga (Schools) is based upon the grave misunderstanding that 
the terms “ samkhya ” and “yoga”, even in the later MahabhSrata, 
denote only two paths of these names and in no way two 
Schools of philosophy. Prof. Deussei 
Prof. Hopkins and and Prof. Hopkins have not admitted 
Prof. Deussen. this four-fold division of the Chapters of 
MBh. XII; they have not distinguished 
the Aupanisada School (182-253) from the SSmkhyh and Yoga 


Distinction bet- 
ween the Chapters 
of the Four Schools 
in L. MBh. neces- 
sary. 
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Schools (301-317); and this mistake has led them to a great 
confusion as regards the teaching of these Schools, as is evident 
from Prof. Hopkins’ constant complaint that the author or 
authors of the MahSbhSratn have tried to Vedanticise the 
SSmkhya doctrine, and also from the wrong interpretations of 
the MBh. philosophical texts given by Prof. Deussen in his 
Translation, which shall be pointed out in the following pages. 
Even Dr. Frauwallner who deals with 
Dr. Frauwallner some of the Chapters (182-253) as 
“non-SSmkhyist texts” seems to under- 
stand these as containing a pre-Classical SSmkhya doctrine, but 
not an Aupamsada one (JAOS. Vol. 45, p. 201, p. 203, p. 204), 
though, as he himself points out in most of the cases, the 
verses (in Ch. 194, 219, 201-206) are closely connected with 
the Upanisads. Prof. Jacobi’s belief that the basis of the Epic 
Samkhya was the Classical SSmkhya is 
Prof. Jacobi. founded upon what he understands to be 
contradictory statements m the MahSbhS- 
rata, viz., that “the Samkhya teaches only twentyfive princi- 
ples” (MBh. XII. 307.47; 308.14; 318.35), and, again, that, 
“Brahman is the Twentysixth” (e. g. MBh. XII. 308). (See 
Prof. Jacobi, Uebcr das urspruengliche Yogasystem, p. 4.) He 
thinks that the series of twentyfive principles was the original 
one and then Brahman was added as the Twentysixth. His 
chief reason is that Brahman stands as the Twentysixth. But 
if we look to the Earliest Metrical Upanisads and the Gita, we 
learn that the series of 
The Series of 26 twentysix principles was 
Principles older already known though the 
than their Enume- principles were then not 
ration and Numeri- counted and consequently 
cal Designations. the numerical designa- 
tions Twentyf ourth, 

Twentyfifth, and Twentysixth not 
given to the highest three princi- 
ples. Thus, five (subtle) elements, five (gross elements or) 
“objects” ( visayas or atthas ), ten organs of sense and action, 
the Mind, the Self-conscibusness, the Intellect, the lower 
Nature, the higher Nature, and purusa make up a series of 
twentysix principles; and such a senes, at least that including 
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the last six of these is already mentioned in Ka. Up.III. 10-11, 
Bh. Gi. VII.4-6; an 1 the two Natures and purusa are also to be 
found m the numerous passages from the Gita and the Earlier 
Metrical Upanisads quoted m Ch. I. This shows th it the series 
of evolution was known long before* the number and numerical 
designations of the principles came into vogue. Neither the 
Ka. Up. nor the Gita knows any thing about these latter. In 
this sense the series of the twentysix principles was the original 
one and that of the twentyfive was arrived at by rejecting one 
( viz., the higher Nature ) of the twentysix, as we shall see. 
The MahSbhSrata SSmkhy as were the 
first philosophers to count the 
principles and at the same time to 
reject the higher Nature; but, then, 
at the same time the MahSbhSrata 
Aupanisadas accepted the fashion 
of the day by counting their own 
principles including the higher 
Nature. It is always said in the MahSbhSrata, as Prof. 
Jacobi himself notes, that the SSmkhyas have twentyfive and 
only twentyfive principles; and I must add that when a 
twentysixth principle is mentioned, it is never said to belong 
to the Samkhya School ( see below ). Thus, Prof, Jacobi’s 
contention that the series of twentyfive was the original one is 
only partly right; it is right in so far as the counting is 
concerned, but not from the standpoint of the series itself. 
Therefore, I believe, my proposal to divide the Chapters of 
MBh. XII in the manner I have done above, will prove 
acceptable. 


I have already said above that immediately after the 
Samkhyas started the mode of counting and numbering the 
metaphysical principles, the Aupanisadas adopted the fashion. 


It should be mentioned further that this was the case also 


with the Yogas and the Pancaratras of 
the days of the MBh. All the four 
Schools gave numerical designations to 
their more important principles. The 
SSmkhyas had only twentyfive principles 
( MBh. XIII. 307. 47;' 308. 14; 318. 35 ); they held that 


Numerical De- 
signations adopted 
by all the Four L. 
MBh. Schools. 
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the Nature, which for them is only one, is the Twentyfourth 
and that the Lord or Visnu who is 
SSmkhya, a School identical with the Jiva is the Twentyfifth 
of only 25 Princi- ( 302. 38, 39; 305. 37-39; 306. 36; 306. 
pies. 39, 40, 42, 43-44; 307. 2, S, 9, 40 ). 

The Yogas called the Nature the 
Twentyfourth, the Jiva the Twentyfifth, and Brahman or the 
Lord the Twentysixth. This d i f f e- 
Yoga, a School r e n c e between the L.MBh. Samkhya 
of 26 Principles. and Yoga Schools has been till now 
overlooked. The Yoga Chapter 
in the MBh. ( XII. 308 ) is emphatic m asserting that the 
SSmkhyas have only twentyfive principle^ ( XII. 308. 
14, 25; see also 307. 47 ) and the same chapter is equally 
emphatic in stating that from the Yoga-standpoint the Jiva is 
the Twentyfifth and Brahman the Twentysixth ( 308. 6, 7 ). 
MBh. XII. 398. 17 clearly says that “ The bi'dhyamaim (l. e. 
the Twentyfifth) is ‘ devoid of intellect ( buddhi ) ’ (as compared) 
with the prabuddha the Twentysixth; this is said to be the 
difference ( nanatva ) of the Yoga School from the teaching 
of the Samkhya Sruti”. This very idea is given in verses 6-7 
of the same Chapter where we read that “ The Twentyfifth 
knows the Unmanifest ( i. e. the Nature ) but even he does 
not know the Twentysixth who eternally knows the Twntyfifth 
and the Twentyfourth (i. e. the Nature)”. In my opinion this 
should leave no doubt that the Brahman which is described as 
the Twentysixth in this Chapter (308) is neither a SSmkhyaj 
nor an Aupanisada Twentysixth, but only a Yoga Twentysixth.. 1 
The non-admission of this evidently clear statement of the 
L. MBh. is one of the causes that have led my predecessors in 
the field to various curious theories such as those pointed out 
above. As we shall see later on, there was another Yoga 
School in the days of L. MBh., which regarded purusa as the 
Twentysixth. Another fact which we have to admit is that 
the Aupamsadas of the L. MBh. had also 
Aupanisada, a a Twentysixth principle; and this was 
School of 26 naturally the puyjusa; they did not distin- 
Pnnciples. guish the Jiva from this purusa, and 

consequently they held the higher 
Nature to "be the Twntyfifth but called it the unfallen 
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Twentyfifth ( acyuta pancavimsaka-318. 5 7ff. ) in order to 
distinguish it from the Twentyfifth of other Schools, specially 
the Samkhya, According to these Aupanisadas, the lower 
Nature was the Twentyfourth. This nomenclature of the 
L.MBh. Aupanisadas has been preserved for us in MBh. 318. 
55-82. The Chapter (318) as a whole states the Aupamsada 
doctrine and clearly says that the Twentyfifth ( i.e. the higher 
Nature ) of the Aupanisadas was rejected by the SSmkhya and 
the Yogas. Prof. Hopkins’ explanation of “ acyuta. paficavimsa” 
as denoting an attempt of the Aupanisadas to foist their own 
view that “ the Jiva is destructible m ParamStman ” on the 
SSmkhyas who rejected it, is quite unac- 
Mistakes of Prof, ceptable ( Prof. Hopkins, GEI p. 137 ). 
Hopkins and Prof. This is so because no Indian School of 
Deussen. philosophy has ever said that the Jiva is 

destroyed in ParamStman and also beca- 
use the context ( iasvata avyakta- 318. 56) clearly shows that the 
“ acyuta pancavimsa ” is the higher Nature of the Aupanisadas. 
The same has got to be said with regard to Prof. Deussen’s 
translation of the verses in question ( VPTM pp. 665 ff. ). His 
interpretation of verses 318. 56 etc. seems to suggest that he 
himself had a doubt as regards what he was writing. Lastly 
I have to note that even the PancarStras did not withhold 
themselves from following the usual 
P5ncarStra, a custom of the philosophical Schools of 
School of 25 Princi- the day. They named their highest 
pies. principle ( i. e. purusa identified with 

the higher Nature, as we shall see later 
on) the Twentyfifth (MBh. XII. 339. 24), and therefore their 
Twentyfourth would be the Nature which they regarded as 
“born” of the Twentyfifth ( see Ch. Ill ). If we do not lose 
sight of this fact of the nomenclature of those days, the number 
of the so-called inconsistent statements in the L. MBh. will be 
reduced a great deal. 
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1. The Aupanisada School. 

It is noteworthy that MBh. XII. 182-253 which gives the 
chief Aupanisada doctrine exhibits a complete unity of teach- 
ing if we examine it in the light of the 
Impressive Con- EMU and the Gits. This becomes evident 
sistency of the if we try to understand the "/>ara-ladders” 
“/wra-ladder” Ac- so called by Prof. Hopkins. These are 
counts of the Aupa- found in L. MBh. XII. 204. 10-11; 204. 
nisada School. 19-20: 210. 14, 23, 26-28; 210. 35-39; 

213. 12; 247. 3-4, 7. Most of these give 
a complete list of all the steps in the ladder. The main 
difficulty that has till now been experienced by the various 
interpreters of these passages seems to 
Jnana, the Lower center in the term “jnana ” ( 204. lOc-d, 
Nature. 11a, 19c-d, 213. 12c. ).' Prof. Hopkins 

seems to confound this technical term 
of the MahabhSrata age with the word “jnana” hi the sense 
of knowledge leading to absolution ( GEI. p. 136 and p. 131 ). 
Dr. Frauwallner ventures the conjecture that jnanam in these 
passages comes from or is an abbreviation of jfianatma ( see 
the footnote to p. 193, Band XXXII. “Wiener Zeitschrift fuer 
\ die Kunde des Morgenlandes " ). Prof. Deussen translates 
jnanam as conciousness (VPTM p. 225) and does not explain 
why the intellect is here the effect of that consciousness 
( jnanam , as he understands it), in contradiction to the usual 
description according to which the latter is the effect of the 
former. As a matter of fact, all these conjectures are not 
necessary, if we do not lose sight of the text of the L.MBh. itself 
which describes the L. MBh. SSmkhya and says that “ The 
SSmkhyas called the jnana ( of the Aupamsadas ) avyakta 
( MBh. XII. 306. 40 and 307. 9 ) and prakrti ” (MBh. XII. 318. 
40 ). These verses leave no doubt that the jnanam in 204. 
lOc-d, etc., is the lower Nature of the Aupamsadas, which the 
Samkhyas adopted as their own Nature ( avyakta or prakrti ). 
This meaning of the technical term jnanam together with the 
fact that the theory of two Natures given in these ladders (e.g. in 
247. 3-4, 7) was already mentioned in the EMU and the Gita, is 
a sufficient Kelp for reconstructing the evolutional series con- 



tained in them, the last three numbers of which are the same 
as those in the earlier Aupanisada Schools viz., the lower 
Nature, the higher Nature and the purusa. The /wra-ladder 
passages are too numerous to be abandoned as “a loose exploit- 
ing of the SSmkhya in terms of Brahmaism” (Prof. Hopkins, 
GEI. p. 131). ‘ 

These Aupanisadas, like those of the Gita, accepted the 
aksara-and—burusa doctrine of the EMU. 
The aksara-and— Both aksara and pumsa are “goals” for 
purusa Doctrine as them. In XII. 211.15 aksara is called 
in EMU and Bh.Gi. sattva, and pnrusa ksetrajna. 210. 23 
mentions “ param brahma ” and “dhata 
prabhuh”. In 213.2 Visnu and avyakla or aksara , His residence, 
are mentioned. 217.6-12 is an adaptation of Ka. Up. III. 11. 
According to 237.31-33 saitva or aksara and ksetrajna are two 
Atmans. The higher Nature and the Lord are found stated in 
240. 16-23,28; 240. 31-32, 34; 241. 22, 36;243. 3,15, 18,19,20; 
247. 3-4; 248.20-24; 249.1-2, 10-11; 285. 36-37; 301. 21-23. 
Purusa is said to be higher than aksata in these passages and 
also in 210. 23, 36, 8. We have already 
The lower Nature seen that the lower Nature called jnana 
as in EMU and etc., is also mentioned in these texts. In 
Bh. Gi. all these respects the EMU, the Gita and i 

L. MBh. Aupanisadas can be said to 
have the same teaching. 

But what is of particular interest to us, is the emphasis 
that this Aupanisada School of the L. MBh. lays on the non- 
ldentity of aksara and purusa on the one hand and on that of 
aksara and the lower Nature on the other. The latter point 
is more vigorously put forth than the 
Non-identity of former. This was done in two ways, viz., 
the two Natures by showing that aksara is a conscious 
emphasised. principle while the lower Nature is not 

so, and by explaining that it is eternal as 
distinguished from the non-eternal lower Nature. 

The following statements emphasise the living nature of 
aksara • — 
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(1) “The Subtle (stlksma, i.e. the higher Nature) is able 

to see the lower Nature, biiddhi, etc.” 
" Aksara the Higher (MBh. XII. 204. 20). 

Living Nature. 

(2) “ Sailva ( i.e. aksara ) and ksctrajna are both of them 
Atmans” ( MBh. XII. 237. 31-33 ). Prof. Deussen does not 
explain why saliva which he understands as prakrli is called 
Atman (VPTM. p. 353 ). The same statement is found also 
in MBh. XII. 285. 36; 2-18, 20-24; 249. 1-2, 10-11. 

(3) “ Purusa has himself become aksaia and ksara ” 
(MBh. XII. 240.31-32). 

(4) MBh. XII. 213. 12-13, 242. 18-20 and 252. lOc-d 
say that aksara is the Life-principle ( Cf jiva-bhuta in Bh. 
Gi. VII. 5 ). It acts and animates the All ( XII. 242. 20b ); 

its designation is jiva, and in company of 
Aksara designated Time and Action it revolves the world 
jiva and ksetra (XII. 213. 13 ); it is jiva and yet it is 

called ksetra ( XII. 249. 11 ff ); it is the 
seed of all individual souls (XII. 213. 13). 

(5) The fact that aksara is “living” and is called “ ksetra ” 
( XII. 249. 10. Ilf; 252. 11 ff., 307. 14; 318. Ill ) agrees well 
with Bh. Gi. XIII. '6 which states that ksetra includes cetana 
“ consciousness ” and dhrti “ the sustenance of the world. ” 

( Cf. also jivabhiita and dharyale in 

Mistakes of Prof. Bh. Gi. VII. 5. ) All these passages 
Deussen and Prof, metioning ksetra, which stands for aksara 
Hopkins. as possessed of “ life ” jiva were not 

considered by Prof. Hopkins; and Prof. 
‘Deussen who translated the term “jiva” in this connection as 
“the seed of the embodied” and “the individual soul” (VPTM 
p. 256, 368, 398) did not notice the inconsistency involved 
in calling that “individual soul" sattva or ksetra, and in saying 
that the “individual soul” is “the seed of the embodied”. 

(6) The lower Nature is “not-seeing”, a-pasya , the higher 
Nature is “seeing”, pasya, and purusa is “always seeing” sada- 
pasya (XII. 318. 72, 73, 82). 
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Note. — As the terms pasya and a-pasya forming the 
compound pasydpasya occur in 318. 82 and also elsewhere in 
the MBh., I propose to read “ Paiyain tathaiva c apasyam 
pasyaty any ah sadaznagha ” — in XII. 318. 72a~b. The mean- 
ing of the proposed reading given by me here will also testify 
to the correctness of my suggestion. For the same reasons 
I read “ pasyam ” in place of “ pasyan " in 73 a of the same 
Chapter. 

(7) To point out the consciousness of aksara, it was 

called “ the awakening Twenty fifth ” 
Other Synonyms budhyamana pancavimiaka ( MBh. 
of aksara m L.MBh. Kumb. ed. 323.70 ) in contrast to the 
abudhyamana “lower Nature”; and also 

(8) “the awakening Unmanifest” budhyamana avyakta 
(MBh. XII. 305. 34) as distinct from the “ apnitibuddha 
avyakta ” the lower Nature. 

(9) For the same purpose of distinguishing aksara from 
the lower Nature, the former was celled sdsvata avyakta “the 
eternal Unmamfest” (Cf. Bh. Gi. VIII. 20: sandtana avyakta), 
implying that the lower Nature ( or the Nature of the 
SSmkhyas) was not eternal in so far as it did not eternally 
remain in the same condition (MBh. XII. 318.56); 

(10) ll acyuta paheavimsaka ”, “the unfallen Twentyfifth”, 
as distinguished from the Twentyfourth which was “fallen” 
(XII. 318.57); 

(11) “the first deity” adya daivata (XII. 318.83, not “the 
origin of gods,” as Prof. Deussen says); and 

(1 2) “the primeval Twentyfifth” adya paheavimsa (XII. 
318.82). 

(1 3) The same aim was desired to be served by giving 

numerical designations to these three 
The Numerical important principles. Though the higher 
Designations. Nature was eternal and differed from 

the lower because the latter was not 
eternal and as such logically they could not have been counted 
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as two, yet they were said to be two. Aksara and puiusa 
were also numerically t w o, firstly because “ He ( 1 . e. a 
meditator) who sees the Twentysixth does not see “the seeing” 
( pasyam-sGQ notes above), the Twentyfifth i. e. aksara ” (XII. 
318.73a-b), and secondly because “ The Twentyfifth ( 1 . e. 
aksara) can think that * There is none higher than I, ” 
( XII. 318.73 c-d ). Ksetra which is a term for the living 
conscious Nature as we have already seen is said to be the 
Twentyfifth (MBh. XII. 307.14c-d, 15). 

Note. — According to the reading in 72 a-b proposed 
above, the verse means, “The other (i.e. the Supreme Being) 
sees eternally pasya ( i e. aksara ) as well as a-pasya ( 1 . e. 
the Twentyfourth). The Twentysixth sees (both) the Twenty- 
fifth and the Twentyfourth”. Thus the latter half of the verse 
expresses in numerical terms what the former half does in the 
terms of the attribute of consciousness or “seeing”. Verse 73a-b 
says that the meditators of aksara (pasya) and those of puiusa 
(the Twentysixth of 72c referred to by “ enam ” in 73b) realise 
only the object of their meditation and not both the objects of 
meditation. 7 3 c-d asserts the self-consciousness of aksara or 
the Twentyfifth and the fact that as a goal it is independent of 
purusa. The interpretations of Prof. Hopkins and Prof. 
Deussen, which are not discussed here, are based upon an in- 
correct reading and hence fail to present any consistent 
meaning. 

The above-mentioned sharp distinction between prakrti 
(above which “stands” aksara-Xll. 314.10-11), aksara and 
puiusa was necessitated by the opposition of the Samkhya and 
Yoga Schools with which the Aupanisadas found themselves 
confronted, as can be seen from the passages which mention 
that distinction given above. The latter 
thus made each of these three principles 
an individual entity; they accepted 
vyakhbheda between aksara and puruya, 
though purusa was above aksara and in 
that sense the latter was yet subordinate 
to the former. The EMU and the Gita had also distinguished 
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between these three but the mutual difference between them 
had never before been considered sufficient to justify their 
being enumerated as three principles, as we have seen 
in Chapters I and II. The EMU and the Gita had maintained 
dualistic monism of aksara and purusa. 
The Doctrine of The MBh. Aupanisadas admitted a 
“Pluralistic Dual- dualism of these, while, on the other 
ism”. hand, their doctrine was a non-pluralism 

in so far as the lower Nature which was 
counted as an entity was not eternal like the other two, but 
was born of the higher Nature. Thus it is not possible to des- 
cribe this system as a pluralism. It is very difficult to find 
out an accurate expression from Western Philosophy which 
would convey the exact sense of the metaphysical position of 
these Aupanisadas. Under the circumstances it would not be 
wrong to speak of it as “Pluralistic Dualism” of the L.MBh. 
Aupanisadas. 

It should be specially noted that, just as in Sve. Up., so 
with the L. MBh. Aupanisadas the dehiit, though counted 
separately, is not actually considered a different principle 
from the purusa (but somehow as an aspect of the latter). It 
is only the L. MBh. Yogas, as we shall see, who achieved the 
separation. The “tetrad” of the Aupanisadas is merely the 
“triad” or Sve. Up. with vyakta added to 
The “ Tetrad ” it (Cf. Retrospect, foot-note) and with a 
of the L. MBh. less theistic conception of the highest 
Aupanisadas. principle which is here not so much the 

“ ruler ” as in Sve. Up. 

On account of the above-mentioned position of the chief 
L. MBh. Aupanisadas, it is but natural that we find, in the 
same text a second Aupanisada School 
The Rise of an- which seceded from the former. These 
other Aupanisada separatists were called “saints” sadhavah 
School in L. MBh. (MBh. XII. 318. 56, 78). They held 
that the two ( eternal and non-eternal ) 
forms of the Unmanifest, avyakta, should be looked upon as 
one and the same end of the evolutional series, br that the 
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eternal Unmanifest should be looked upon as the one end in 
so far as it stands above the ( lower ) 
Numerical Unity prakrti, which is non-eternal and an 
of the Lower and effect of the former (MBh. XII. 318. 56; 
the Higher Natures, see also the v. 1. in the Kumb. ed.). 

Regarding the relation of aksara and 
Punisa these “saints” said that “One should look upon them 
as only one on account of their 
Numerical Unity (mutual) position” (MBh. XII. 318. 79), i 
of aksara and or that “ One should look upon them asl 
punisa. one and the same because the Twenty- \ 

sixth resides in the Twentyfifth ” (accord- 
ing to the v. 1. in the Kumb. ed. ). Thus the second 
Aupanisada School also believes that aksara is the residence 
“sthana” of the punisa, and thus accepts 
The Doctrine of “ sthiimibheda ” but it rejects “vyaktibheda” 

“ sthdnabhecia ” in in aksara and mrusa and also in aksara 
aksan i-md-piirusa. and prakrh. Prof. Hopkins is not right in 
identifying these “saints” with either the 
SSmkhyas oi the Yogas who only quoted the “ saints ” 
in support of their own views, (His interpretations of verses 
56, 78 are also misguided. ) 

The position of these Aupatiisadas thus supported m a 
way the Samkhya and Yoga Schools in 
Further Proof of their doctrines, and gave rise to such an 
the Existence of Aupanisada School as the author of the 
the School of these Brahmasutras belonged to. In Brahma- 
“saints”. sutras III. 2.11-21 and 32-38 both of 

these L. MBh. Aupanisada Schools are 
criticised by the Sutrakhra (see Ch. IV; App. IV). 

2. The Samkhya School. 

The doctrine of the Samlchyas of the later MahSbhSrata 
Age has been preserved to us in MBh. 
Samkhya Chap- XII. 300—307 and 309—317. We can 
ters in L. MBh. briefly summarise it under three headings. 

(a) What the Samkhyas are here said to 
have rejected, (b) What they are said to have accepted, and 
(c) How they differ from the Classical SSmkhyas. 

6 



42 


(a) What these SSmkhyas are said to have rejected : — 

(1) The Samkhyas and the Yogas rejected “ budhyamana 
avyakta”, (MBh. Xll. 305. 32-35). This passage mentions 
two avyaktas and two bndhyamdnas and ironically says that 
if the enlightened Samkhyas and Yogas understood the 
budhyamana avyakta , they will equate 
SSmkhyas’ Rejec- [ their doctrine to the Aupamsada one ] 
tion of “ avyakta (305. 34), and mentions three principles 
budhyamana ” i. e. avyakta, budhyamana avyakta , and 

the Higher Nature, budhyamana (305. 32-35). The middle 
of these, which the enlightened did not 
know ( i. e. did not accept as a principle ) is aksara or the 
higher conscious Nature of the Aupanisadas, who invented this 
designation to distinguish the latter from avyakta the lower 
unconscious Nature and from budhyamana, the Lord, both of 
which were accepted by their fellow- 
Mistakes of Prof, philosophers. Prof. Hopkins finds the 
Hopkins and Prof, plurality of souls in this passage ! ( See 
Deussen. GEI. p. 124-125.) He and Prof. Deussen 

show utter ignorance of the L. MBh. 
terminology according to which all these terms are technical 
(see MBh. XII. 306-308; and also Ch. III.) 

Note. — Prof. Hopkins, in finding in the passage in 
question ( MBh. XII. 305. 32-35 ) a reference to the doctrine 
of plurality of souls, ignores that aprabuddha “ the non- 
awakened ” is m the MBh. a name for the Nature (305. 32, see 
Deussen, VPTM. p. 623), His interpretation of aprabuddha as 
“ the conditioned soul ” is based upon an ignorance of the 
L. MBh. terminology. In contrast to this aprabuddha, the 
soul was called budhyamana ( 305. 31; 307-308 ). Again, 
Prof. Hopkins is not quite just to the text because he drops 
verse 34 and connects 33 with 35. As a matter of fact verse 
34 is the most important of the whole group; it mentions 
budhyamana avyakta and says that “ If the enlightened 
(Samkhyas and Yogas) know the budhyamana avakta, then they 
will equate their doctrine [ to that of Aupanisadas ] ”. This 
budhyamana avyakta was rejected by the Samkhyas and the 
Yogas, as will be seen from the fact that the passage ironically 
asserts the ignorance of the “enlightened”. This “ budhyamana 
avyakta ” is different from the avyakta which is* aprabuddha 
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( verse 32 ) and from the “ budhydmana ” which is not 
avyakfa (verse 31), i. e. m brief we have iiere three principles, 
avyakia (the lower Nature of the Aupanisadas and) the Nature 
of the SSmkhyas, budhyamana avyakia or aksara which the 
“enlightened” Samkhyas and Yogas did not know, and budhya- 
i nana, the Supreme Soul not distinguished from the individual 
one; all these three are meant by the plural number of the 
compound “ budhyamanaprabudahanam ” (gen. plu., verse 
35c). Prof. Deussen takes the verse (34) to mean: “ When the 
enlightened know Prakrti ( i. e. the lower Nature), they will 
teach Brahman ”. Is not this interpretation a strange one ? 
Even Prof. Deussen shows complete ignorance of the L. MBh. 
terminology when he translates budhyamana as the awakened 
ones and aprabuddhas as the unawakened ones, in verse 35 
(VPTM. 623,), this was the way he adopted to explain the 
plural number of the compound just noticed. 

(2) The Samkhyas and the Yogas also rejected what the 

Aupanisadas called acyuta pancavimsaka 
Samkhyas’ Re- “ the unfallen Twentyfifth ” (MBh. XII. 
jeclion of ll acyuta 318. 56-57, 79; see p. 34 above where 
pahcavunsa” . Prof. Hopkins’ interpretation has been 

criticised). The Twentyfourth of the 
Aupanisadas, the Samkhyas and the Yogas was a “ fallen ” 
( cyuta ) Twentyfourth. 

(3) The Samkhyas and the Yogas refused to admit 

sasvata avyakia which corresponds to 
Samkhyas’ Re- sanatana avyakia of the Gita (VIII. 20) 
jection of “ sasvata and which was a designation given by the 
avyakta ”. L. MBh. Aupanisadas (see p. 38 above;. 

Note. — It should be noted that Prof. Deussen takes acyuta 
and sasvata as independent designations ot pancavimsaka 
and avyakia and explains the pancavimsaka ( thus separated 
from acyuta ) as the individual Soul, as if the topic of the dis 
cussion (in XII. 318) were the latter. Nowhere in the Indian 
Philosophy is sasvata an independent designation, and never 
in the L. MBh. is acyuta used m that sense. Both Prof. Hop- 
kins and Prof. Deussen have lost sight of the gieat problem 
that busied ttys philosophers of the MahSbhSrata, who followed 
the Age of the Gita. 
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All the passages reffered to above show that the 
S i m k h y a s and the Yogas rejected 
the a k s a } a of the Aupanisadas in so 
far as it v\ a s a higliei Nature different 
from their conception of the Nature. 

(b). What the Samkhya are said to have accepted: — 

(1) The terminology of the L. MBh. Samkhyas betrays 
their descent and at the same time dissent from those who 
had the ti aditions of the EMU and the 
Connection of the Gita. If we study the Samkhya terms in 
Simkhya Terms MBh. XII 302-307 and 309-317, we find 
with those of the that the Twenty fourth ot the Nature of 
Aupanisadas. these SSmkhyas bears the names which 

belonged originally to the lower Nature 
and to aksara ( m its capacity as the higher Nature) of the 
Aupanisadas and that their Twentyfifth has such designations 
as had mainly belonged to the Aupanisada pin urn and aksara 
(in its capacity as a “goal” ). The former shows that the Sam- 
khyas have identified the two Natures, and the latter that they 
have identified the two “goals” of the Aupanisadas. To the 
former class of terms are to be traced such words as a-vuiya, 
kselm, avyakta, jilana and to the latter vidya, mrgiuia, tivara, 
Visa u avyakta (306. 34, 38). These occur too often in the 
SSmkhya and Yoga Chapters (XII. 302-317) to be specially 
pointed out here. A detailed list of them is given m the L. MBh. 
itself (XII. 318 37-47 ). As an illustration of my standpoint 
I would draw the attention of the readers 
The Terms a- to two of the terms just mentioned, viz., 
vidya and vidya. a-vidya and vidya which the Samkhyas 
used for their Nature and purusa respe- 
ctively (XII. 307.2-3). Prof. Hopkins has expressed great sur- 
prise at this usage of the terms in question 
Confusion of Prof . (GEI. p. 136 ). The presence of these 
Hopkins. terms cannot be explained by referring 

them to the Knowledge and Ignorance 
taught in SSnkara’s theory of Illusion; because, as Prof. Hopkins 
correctly points out, the MaySvSda is not 
Prof. Deussen. known to the MahSbhSrata; and though 
Prof. Deussen adds no explanatory notes 
to his translation of these terms, I believe he would not have 
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differed from Prof. Hopkins on this point. The fact seems 
to be that these Samkhyas had got to explain the terms which 
the Aupamsadas used. In the terminology of the latter a-vidyd 
and vidya stood for the lower Nature and the higher Nature 
respectively. They were used in that sense in Sve. Up. V. 1 
(see App. I). The Samkhyas having used “a-vidya” for their 
own Nature, had no other course but that of applying “vi lyd” 
to their purusa the Twentyfifth. In doing so they tried to 
give a new sense to these terms (307. 3-8). This was an effort 
similar to their effort to explain the Twentyfifth as both ksara 
and aksara (see below). 

(2) The Samkhyas accepted “ ksara ” and “ aksara ” of the 
Aupamsadas, but explained 'these terms in their own way. 
They said that the same Nature is aksara when it withdraws 
the manifestations within itself, and it is 
The terms ksara ksara when it puts forth these mamfesta- 
and aksara. tions (307. 10-17); in other words, aksara 

is Nature as one, ksara is Nature as 
many (305. 36-39). This explanation of ksara and aksara 
was necessitated by the fact that the Samkhyas identified the 
two Natures of the Aupamsadas, who held that ksara or pra- 
d liana was the lower Nature and aksara was the higher Nature 
(Cf. Sve. Up. 1. 7-11; App. 1). In extending the ksara-aksara 
standpoint to the purusa ( MBh. XII. 307. 18-19 ), the 
Samkhyas sought a justification for their position regarding the 
Nature. 

Note. — Regarding MBh. XII. 305. 36 it should be noticed 
here that ckatva and ndnatva in “ ekatvam aksarain prdhut 
vanatvam ksaram ucyate ” (36c-d) are explained as what the 
soul sees and what it does not see when it proceeds on the 
right path having placed its belief in ( the doctrine of ) the 
twentyfive (37); and the same topic is continued in the follow- 
ing chapter where ekatva and bahutva are both said to belong 
to the Prakrti only (306. 33) and it is said that ekatva comes 
into existence during the dissolution and bahutva when the 
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Nature creates the creation (306.33). Prof. Hopkins who says 
that a real plurality of souls is mentioned m these passages 
(GEI. p. 124) and Prof. Edgeiton who would like to find here 
an empencal plurality (AJP) have no justification for their in- 
correct conjecture except that the words ckatva and nanatva or 
bahuiva occur here (though they do not refer at all to the 
plurality of souls). How can the •‘many” souls be called ksara 
“perishable” ? These interpreters have not considered the con- 
text at all. Prof. Dcussen translates the terms, but suggests no 
explanation (VPTM. p. 623, p. 627). 

(3) The SSmkhyas accepted jiiana “the lower Nature” 

of the Aupanisadas and also the avyakta 
The term jiiana. of the latter; but they called these Prakrti, 
and this was for them the one and only 
Prakrti (XII. 318.40, 39). 

(4) The Samkhyas accepted kseira , the conscious Nature 
or the Twentyfifth of the Aupanisadas (see p. 37 above); but 
identified it with their own Nature. MBh. 307.14c-d, 15 says, 

that “They (i. e. the Aupanisadas) call 
The term kseira. (the a foam mentioned in verse 13a-b) 
kseira because it is ad hist liana, the resi- 
dence (of the pm usa); this is that Twentyfifth (of the Aupani- 
sadas). But when it withdraws the net of constituents within 
its unmanifest self, then along with those constituents the 
Twentyfifth dissolves”. Prof. Deussen does not note that the 
kseira is here said to be the Twentyfifth and that the dissolution 
of the Twentyfifth within itself is taught here (VPTM. p. 630). 

(5) The SSmkhyas taught that Prakrti is both “moving” 
and “unmoving", “changing” and “unchanging”; it is also 
“imperishable”, “unborn” etc. They herewith intended to show 

that there is no necessity of accepting 
Samkhyas Na- two piakrtis. They combined the two 
ture, a ombina- p m ^ r n s c f the Aupanisadas into one and 

Prakrits of the na * ura My rejected the view that the(lower) 
Aupanisadas. Nature is “ born ” as a distinct entity-the 

view of the EMU and the Gita ( MBh. 


XII. 318. 37-47). 
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(6) SSmkhyas took the term prakrti from the Aupani- 
sadas but made it a teachmcat term in their School. “ The 

SSmkhyas hold the view of Evolution 
The SSmkhyas first ( lit. the SSmkhyas evolve ) and speak 
to emphasise ( but of the Evolving Matter, Prakrti ”. This 
not to originate ) idea is expressed m a very terse sentence: 
the Theory of “ Samkhyali prakuwate prakrim ca 
Evolution. pfncaksate (MBh. XII. 306.42). Although 

the Aupanisadas of the Gita knew the 
Evolution and used the term prakrti, the first philosophers in 
India to be called “Evolutionists” are these L. MBh. 
SSmkhyas. They are prakrlivadinah ( 306. 27 ). These 
SSmkhyas henceforth restricted in the above sense the applica- 
tion of the tern “ prakrti ” ^ 318. 39-40 ). 

(7) The SSmkhyas accepted the pur usa of the Aupani- 

sadas (318. 39, 42) and said that punisa 
Samkhyas’ Ac- alone is conscious (and not aksani also), 
ceptance of the Their acceptance of the term jnana for 
Aupamsada put usa. their Nature was only a technical matter; 

it did not mean that the Nature was a 

conscious principle. 

(8) They accepted the isvara of the Aupanisadas but 
called him “ nirgnna ”, a name of aksara in the MBh. Aupani- 
sada School. 

(9) If any positive proof is needed for the conclusion 
that the L. MBh. SSmkhyas were not atheists, it will be found 
in MBh. XII 318. 79e-f, where it is said that the SSmkhyas 
and the Yogas accepted the Twentysixth of the Aupanisadas. 

It would be unscientific to start with a 
Theistic Chara- presupposition that the SSmldiya School 
cter of the L. in the L. MBh. was atheistic, and then 
MBh. SSmkhyas. to argue that MBh. XII. 318 is an inter- 
polation or is influenced by Classical 
SSmkhyas. It should be also remembered that though the 
L. MBh. Samkhyas admitted the Twentysixth of the Aupani- 
sadas they called it the Twentyfiftb, because they rejected the 
Aupamsada Twentyfifth. This is the sense of MBh. XII. 318. 
79e-f, which has been noticed above. Prof. Hopkins’ and Prof. 
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Jacobi’s views about this verse have been mentioned and 
refuted in the beginning of this Chapter. So these SSmkhyas 
were theists, though not in the Western sense : they believed 
(as the Aupanisadas did) in one Supreme Being which some- 
how appears as an individual soul striving for liberation ( i. e. 
self-realisation ). 

In MBh XII. 302. 138, it is clearly said that the Twenty- 
fifth of the Samkhyas was Visnu. But as said just above, the 
Samkhyas did not distinguish it from the Jiva, and this 
accounts for the objection in MBh. XII 300. 3 “ How can 
‘one without the Lord’ ( anlsvara ) be freed ? ” This refers to 
one who does not believe m God a s 
Explanation of distinct from the Jiva. 
“anlsvara” in MBh. This sense of XII. 300. 3 is clear from 
XII. 300. the fact that this objection ( in MBh. 

XII. 300.) comes from the Yoga School; 
while the statement that the Samkhyas accept the Twenty- 
sixth ( of the Aupanisadas ) is from the Aupanisada School. 
In order to understand this one has to go a little deeper 
into the study of the L. MBh. Schools. In 308 where 
the Yoga doctrine is mentioned, it is explained that the L. MBh. 
Yogas for the first time separated Jiva and Isvara, unlike 
the Samkhyas who identified the two (see MBh. XII. 308 
below). This will be fully dealt with m the next Section 
about the Yoga School. But it should be only stated here 
that MBh. XII. 300. 2-7 where the disputed words “ anlsvara ” 
and “ mohsa ” occur, is explained nowhere except in MBh. XII. 
308. 10-35, particularly 25-26 which undoubtedly refers to 
300. 2-7, as the topic in both the passages shows. A com- 
parison of these two passages will prove that anlsvara only 
means “ one without a Lord separate from himself ”. The 
Jiva who is the not-Lord ( S>ve. Up. I. 8 ) as compared with 
Param&tman who is the Lord, has never had the term anlsvara 
applied to it as a designation; there is no passage 
where anlsvara is used as a synonym 
Prof. Edgerton’s lor Jiva the individual soul; and there is 
View untenable. no text in the EMU, the GitS or the L. 

MBh. where Jiva is said to be anlsvara 
in the sense “because there is no Isvara above him” (Prof. 
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Edgerton, AJP. 1924), though the L. MBh. SSmkhyas regard- 
ed the Jiva as ultimately one with the Supreme Soul. Even 
when the Gita uses the term lAvara with reference to the Jiva it 
does so only in an etymological sense, viz., with regard to the 
Jiva’s “ ownership ” of his subtle body ( Bh. Gi. XV. 7-8 ). 
And as Prof. Schrader points out to me there are other words 
used with reference to the Jiva in the same sense as “ isvara”; 
thus the Samkhyas used the term ‘‘svamm”, according to 
Garbe (Samkhya-Philosophie, p. 305, 287, etc. ), for the soul 
in its connection with the Upadhis, l. e. as a Jiva; and m a 
similar use the term is also met with in MBh. XII. 311. 20; 
“Indny attain tu sarvesatn isvaram mana ucyate", as compared 
with Bh. Gi. X. 22: <: Indnydnam matins c asini-, ” also see 

Ahirbudhnya-Samhita XII. 22 where svamm is given as a 
Samkhya term for manas ( see Prof. Schrader in Z. D. 
M. G. for 1914 ). Moreover, MBh. XII. 300. 3 and Gitfi 
XV. 7-8 describe the “ bound ” soul, and it would be to 
no purpose if the authors were using anisvara or Isvara 
in the sense that the Jiva is identical with the Lord; on 
the contrary, such a statement would only lead to confusion. 
MBh. XII. 306. 41 refers to Isvara as a term for the 
higher Nature of the Aupamsadas, and therefore an equivalent 
of k$etra and sattva, and says that the SSmkhyas regarded 
it to be anisvara. Thus, this passage refers to neither theism 
nor atheism in Samkhya. For these reasons, I cannot accept 
the interpretation of anisvara in MBh. XII. 300 as “having 
no-lord, supreme”, given by Prof. Edgerton, though, of course, 
I do not deny that anisvara elsewhere can mean anutiata 
“supreme” (Prof. Edgerton AJP, pp. 8-12). 


Thus, the terminology of the L. MBh. S5mkhyas clearly 
shows that they accepted the lower 
Nature of the Aupamsadas, but identified 
with it the aksara or the higher Nature 
of the latter and thus admitted only one 
Nature. It also indicates that these 
Samkhyas approved of the purusa or 
isvara of the Aupamsadas but !o him 
they attributed all such characteristics and designations of the 
Aupamsada aksara, as could not be consistently assigned to 
their own Nature. 

7 


Terminology of 
the L. MBh. SSm- 
khyas, a sure 
Witness of their 
Descent from the 
Aupamsadas. 
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(c) How the later MahSbhSrata SSmkhyas differ from 
the Classical SSmkhyas : — 

The mere difference between these two Schools bearing 
the same name cannot in itself show that 
Difference bet- one is later than the other, though Prof, 
ween the L. MBh. Hopkins would say the reverse. It 
SSmkhya and the should be examined carefully which of 
Classical SSmkhya the two Schools has a more primitive 
Schools. form. If one of them is more primitive 

than the other and if the texts con- 
cerned have not the appearance of a dishonest report, then 
the possibility of the system described in them being the 
older form of the two cannot well be denied. 

There may be many other points of difference between 
the L. MBh. SSmkhya and the Classical School of that name 
than those given below, and these may be found out by a 
more detailed enquiry into the MahSbhSrata, than it was 
possible for the present writer to undertake; he simply collects 
here those points which seemed to him to be very striking 
during his enquiry for aksara into the chapters concerned. 

(1) This Samkhya does not know the terms of the Clas- 

sical SSmkhya, like vikrti, prakrtivikrti, 
Ignorance of the etc. It mentions “eight prakrhs”; and the 
term “ prakrti- Prakrti is then called pars prakrti (MBh. 
vikrti. XII. 310. 10) a term which though used 

by the Aupamsadas for their aksara (Bh. 
Gi. VII. 5) these SSmkhyas could apply only to their Nature. 

(2) The Mind, not the ahamkara as in the Classical 

SSmkhya, is here the cause of the five 
Primitive Con- elements (XII. 306. 27-28). 
ception of the Mind. 

(3) Instead of the more advanced view of regarding 

Prakrti as the female and Purusa as the 
Prakrti described male, the L. MBh. SmSkhya has got the 
as Male, not as cumbrous classification (based on an 
Female. agnostic scheme much in vogue at the 

Buddha’s time) of “the male”, “the non- 
male”, “the male-and-non-male” and “the neither-male- 
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nor-non-male”. “The male” is the Prakrti and “the neither- 
male-nor-non-male” is the Purusa ( of these SSmkhyas ) 
(MBh. XII. 305. 25-29). 

(4) This Samkhya uses the terms abuddha for its prakrti 

and budhyamana for its purusa who is Jiva 
Terms, unknown and becomes buddha, the Lord, in the 
to Classical Sam- state of absolution (MBh. XII. 305.31). 
khya. These form a part of the L. MBh. termi- 

nology; it would be wrong to explain 
them as having only the etymological sense, to the exclusion of 
the technical one as will be shown later on, 

(5) The Twentyfifth of these SSmkhyas is “ the Lord ”, 

Idvara of the Aupamsadas, and not only 
Identity of Jiva of the Jiva as in the Classical SSmkhya 
and Isvara. Theism. School (MBh. XII. 305.32-3 3a-b; see 
p. 48 above). Thus the L. MBh. Sam- 
khya is theistic, like the L. MBh. Aupanisadas. 

(6) Not only is the conception of the grounds on which 

the existence of Purusa the Twentyfifth is 
Primitive Con- supported in this SSmichya, quite primitive 
ception of the when compared with the one given in 
Grounds for Puru- Samkhya KSrikS 17; but it is also note- 
sa’s Existence. worthy that L. MBh SSmkhya has 
four instead of the five grounds of the 
Classical Samkhya (MBh. XII. 315.9c-d, 10). 

(7) One of the grounds for the existence of the Twenty- 

fifth is that the Twentyfifth is “an agent” 
Purusa, an Agent, kartr (MBh. XII 315.7-9a-b). L. MBh. 

Samkhyas did not say that he is bhoktr, 
because they did not yet distinguish kartrtva from bhoktrtva 
as did the SSmkhya KSnkS (17). Thus these SSmkhyas seem 
to be the descendants of the “sawfc/iya-separatists” of Bh. Gi. 
XVIII. 13-16 (see Ch. II. p. 27). 

(8) The Classical Samkhya idea of emphasising the 

n o n — i d e n 1 1 1 y of the Purusa and 
Absence of the tj ie p ra krti is not found m the MahSbhS- 

Trfftfnf' "mvfihn” ^ rata, though all the MahSbhSrata Schools 
taught that the Twentyfourth should be 
given up (“ tieya ”). This is so because the MahSbhSrata does 
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not know anything about the identity of these two, which the 
Classical SSmkhya treats of as the ci-vivtka “want of discrimi- 
nation”, though the former knows that the Prakrti is of the 
nature of attachment ( sasanga ) and the Purusa is by nature 
devoid of attachment (inltsanga) as is said in MBh. XII. 315. 
13-16. 

(9) The most important fact to be noticed in this 
connection is that the L. MBh. SSmkhya 
No Plurality of did not know the doctrine of the plurality 
Souls. of individual souls. I have examined 

and interpreted all the passages that 
Prof. Hopkins, Prof. Edgerton and Prof. Deussen have put 
forth in support of their views in this respect (see Appendix III, 
where even XII. 350.2 is discussed). They either refer to the 
doctrine of two Natures of the L. MBh. Aupanisadas, which 
the ScLrnkhyas criticised or they discuss the unity and diversity 
of the Twentyfourth and do not at all 
Prof. Hopkins’ refer to a real (as Prof. Hopkins thinks) 
and Prof. Edger- or an empirical (as Prof. Edgerton holds) 
ton’s Views, unten- plurality of individual souls. Even the 
able. L. MBh. Yogas who separated the Jiva 

and ParamStman did not know of this 
plurality (MBh. XII. 308). 

These points of difference between the L. MBh. SSmkhya 
and the Classical Samkhya seem to me to bear witness to 
the historical priority of the former. 

Dr. Frauwallner’s Dr. Frauwallner (.Journal of the American 
View amplified. Oriental Society, Vol. 45, and Wiener 
Zeitschrift fuer die Kunde des Morgen- 
landes, Band XXXII) has shown the same on the ground of 
other similar points. But I must say that some of the passages 
used by him belong definitely to the L. MBh. Aupanisada 
School (see p. 31 above), while some otheis quoted by him 
would lose their strength if the author or authors of the Maha- 
bharata really attempted “ a loose exploiting of Classical 
SSmkhya m terms of Brahmaism” (Prof. Hopkins, the Great 
Epic of India, p. 131). I have examined all such passages that 
have been pointed out by Prof Hopkins, and I must confess 
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that to me they appear to be only an honest attempt on the 
part of the Mahabharata authors to preserve for us the then 
existing philosophical doctrines. The difference on most 
of the vital points like kcirhtva of the Jiva and the 
plurality of individual souls, and the child-like ingenuousness 
with which these views are placed 
The L. MBh. before us in addition to the evidence of 
Samkhya much the terminology and to that of the fact 
prior to the Classi- that these SSmkhyas rejected the higher 
cal Samkhya. Nature of the Aupanisdas, should be 

regarded as a sufficient proof of the great 
antiquity of the L. MBh. Samkhya School. 

The special contribution of the Mahabharata Samkhyas to 
the history of the Indian Philosophy lies in the fact that they are 
the first to separate Matter and Spirit 
Progress made by as the Unconscious and the Conscious, 
the L. MBh. Sam- The contrast between the (lower) Un- 
khyas. manifest and punisa is put forth in the 

Samkhya chapters of the Mahabharata as 
emphatically as the distinction between aksara (the higher or 
living Nature) and purusa was in the Earlier Metrical Upani- 
sads and the Gita (MBh. XII. 318. 37-44). The one was 
s aguna, the other was nirguna', the one was ajna, the other 
was jna; the one was avedya, the other was vedya; the one 
jnana , the other jiieya; the one avidyd, the other vidyd (MBh. 
XII. 307. 2 ); the one a tativa, the other nisiattva ; the one 
sasaiiga, the other nihsanga; the one abuddha, the other 
budhyamana. Such is the distinction between Matter and Spirit 
that one finds in the Mahabharata Samkhya for the first time in 
the history of the Indian Philosophy, and at a period much prior 
indeed to that of the Classical Samkhya 
Complete Sepa- School. The Aupamsadas of the EMU 
ration of Spirit and and the Gita and even those of the 
Matter. L. MBh. had not realised this most strik- 

ing phenomenon in the every-day world, 
because they had believed in the higher Nature intervening 
between the, pure Matter (l. e. the lower Nature) and punisa. 
The L. MBh. Aupanisadas could accept the inherited view 
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that Matter is an effect of Spirit and for this reason they 
accepted also the spiritual akstira which connected the two 
viz., the lower Nature and the purnsa. The great contrast 
itself between Spirit and Matter may have been the ground on 
which the Samkhyas based their view and parted company 
with their fellow-thinkers. That this disentanglement of 
Spirit and Matter from the causal relation which the Aupa- 
nisadas always believed in, was achieved through 
the rejection of a ks a r a “the higher 
Nature” is a fact which the Mahabharata 
most emphatically teaches. This point 
cannot be insisted upon strongly enough. The saivata avyakta 
or acyutci paiicaviinsa was flatly refused by the Samkhyas. 
Most of the philosophers of the days of Mahabharata were 
engaged in the discussion of this problem. The Mahabharata 
credits Asun and Panca&kha and also 
Contents of the Knpila with having expressed their views 
Works of Asuri and on this problem. From the context in 
Pancasikha: Re- which their names occur m the Mahabha- 

jection of the High- rata, they seem to have been the pioneers 
er Nature. m rejecting the distinction between the 

two Natures of the Aupamsadas (MBh. 
XII. 318. 59 ff). The origin of the Mahabharata Samkhya and 
Yoga Schools should be traced to what they are expressly 
said in the Mahabharata to have refused to accept (see pp. 
42-43 above). Compare the “ motto ” at the beginning of 
this Thesis. To the followers of the EMU and the Gita who 
accepted a Dualistic Monism of two Spirits, and to the Aupa- 
nisadas of the Mahabharata who believed in a Pluralistic Dualism 
of three principles ( apart from the Jiva), one material and 
two spiritual, this purely dualistic attitude of the Samkhya 
could not have come as a great surprise, because these latter 
did any how accept the Twcntysixth of the Aupanisadas, the 
purusa of the EMU, one of the two “goals”. It is for this 
reason that the L. MBh. Aupanigadas sympathised with the 
Samkhyas and often praised them (MBh. XII. 318. 57, 79 ). 

Finally, we have already seen that some followers 
of the samkhya - path of the Gita had begun talcing interest 
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in doctrinal questions (see pp. 26-27 above ). These samkhya-' 
separatists believed the Atman to be an agent (Bh. Gi. XVIII. 
13-16), while the samkhya -folio wers as a whole believed m 
two Natures the higher of which was not at 'all “active” while 
the lower possessed “all the activities”, as 
Rise of L. MBh. did the followers of yoga and bhakti 
Samkhya School paths. From the fact that the Samkhya 
from the samkhya philosophers of the L. MBh. hold Atman 
Path of the Gita. to be an agent, I have already suggested 
that it were the samkhya- separatists of 
the Gita who are responsible for the Samkhya School of the 
L. MBh. (p. 27). The latter’s rejection of the higher Nature 
seems to have been due to their belief in the Atman’s karlrtva. 
When the Atman was itsvif an agent, rliere was no necessity of 
beliving in two Natures, neither of which would be m this case 
an agent. Though a verbal statement expressive of this argu- 
ment is wanting in the (later) Mahabhai'ata which starts with 
the very idea that the Samkhya is an independent School, the 
period intervening between the Gita and the L MBh. must 
have seen the sam/Jiya-separatists reasoning as above. These 
latter, like other followers of the samkliya-iustha were ascetics; 
the follower of the L. MBh. Samkhya School were also asce- 
tics as already emphasised by Prot. Hopkins. For these reasons 
the samkhya-mstha of the Gita is the ultinate origin of the 
Samkhya School of the L. MBh. 

But even then the L. MBh. Samkhya did not entirely 
cease to be a path or nistha like the 
Resemblance bet- samkhya- path of the Gita, because both 
ween the samkhya of these accept the purnsa (and the latter, 
and yoga Paths of the aksara also) as their “goal”. The 
the Gita and the same is true also of the L. MBh. Yogas, 
L. MBh. Schools of who like the Rudnte Yogas, accepted 
those names. the puritsa, or like the Hiranyagarbha 

Yogas, the aksara of the Aupamsadas as 
the “goal”, as we shall see in the next Section. From this 
standpoint one can say what the L. MBh. Samkhya and 
Yoga Schools do share the Nature of being “paths” for the 
same goal as the L. MBh. Aupamsadas. The statements in the 
L, MBh. thaf “ the Samkhya and the Yogas see the purusa or 
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the Twentysixth of the Aupanisadas” (XII. 318, 79) or that all 
these Schools are equally good for the attainment of liberation 
from this world, are expressive of what was then a real fact. 

3. The Yoga School. 

It is more necessary to point out that the Yoga in the 
L. MBh. forms a metaphysical system of its own than it was 
to do the same with regard to the Samkhya. The problem is 
exceedingly important because, while 
Yoga an inde- Prof. Edgerton, so far as I know, is the 
pendent School of only one to hold that in the (later) MahS- 
Thoughtin L.MBh. bhSrata, “Samkhya” does not stand for a 
School but only for a path of salvation, the 
view that in Mahabhirata at least the Twentysixth is a principle 
either foisted upon the Samkhya or said any how to belong to 
them, and therefore in that sense the SSmkhyas and the Yogas 
of the L. MBh. have the same metaphysical principles; is held 
by almost all scholars who have worked in this field and is 
generally believed m all over India also. My study has led 
me to think that the metaphysical principles m both these 
Schools were ldntical neither in their 
number nor in their nature; on the contrary, 
there is evidence to believe that unlike the Classical Schools 
of these names, the L. MBh. SSmkhya and Yoga Schools 
agreed mostly as regards the non-philosophical matters. 

There are striking statements in the L. MBh. itself on 
this point. Just as the Samkhya is a 
Statements re- Sastra, so is Yoga a Dar£ana(XII. 307.44, 
garding the Differ- 48d). Again, “Both the Systems have the 
ence of Doctrines same career of life” (ekacaryau tav ubhan- 
and Identity of XII. 316 2c). “Purity, accompanied by 
Practice between penance and compassion for all beings 
L. MBh. SSmkhya are equally taught in both The obser- 
and Yoga School. vance of vows also is the same in both; 

but the doctrinal teaching 
is not the same in the two Schools”, 
( datsanam na samam tayoh-Xll. 300. 8-9 ). Moreover, 
“The Yogas and SSmkhyas who have made the definition 
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of the metaphysical principles according to their own indi- 
vidual Scriptures see that this (visible world) is the action of 
the Unmamfest and the Manifest” (MBh. XII. 310. lOOc-d, 
101 a-b). Whenever the SSmkhya and the Yoga are men- 
tioned together in the Gita, it was intended to show that they 
were concerned with '‘renunciation” and “action” respectively, 
but in the L. MBh. this is not the case at all; it aims at point- 
ing out some philosophical differences and sometimes 
resemblances also between the two Schools (MBh. XII. 307. 
47-48; 308. 1). In the Gita an aspirant is advised to accept 
either of the two paths, samkhya or yoga ; the Mahabharata, on 
the contrary, complains that the Samkhyas and Yogas do not 
accept some philosophical principles of the Aupamsadas 
(MBh. XII. 318. 56-57, 79; 305. 32-35), and therefore no 
Aupanisada would be asked to follow either Samkhya or Yoga. 

These statement go agamsts the view 
Prof. Hopkins’ that “This system is both Yoga and 
and Prof. Edger- Samkhya, the systems being double but 
ton’s Views unten- the teaching being identical” ( Prof, 
able. Hopkins, GEI. pp. 133-134 ) and also 

against the other view that “Nowhere is 
there any suggestion that the SSmkhya-or Yoga either-means 
any particular system of metaphysical truth” (Prof. Edgerton, 
AJP. p. 5 and p. 7). They had their own doctrines and these 
were recorded in writings not available to us now (XII. 307. 
46a-b). 

But while I emphasise the importance of the hitherto 
neglected statements regarding the 
Meaning of doctrinal differences between the SSm- 
“ SSmkhya and khyas and the Yogas, I should not ignore 

Yoga are one ” in another type of sentences which say that 
L. MBh. “Whatever is the Scripture of the SSm- 

khyas is also the teaching of the Yogas” 
(MBh. XII. 307, 44) or that “The two Schools are one” (MBh. 
XII. 305. 19; 316. 4; 305. 31; 310. 8, 26; 318. 71, 100-101). 
These passages are not in conflict with those noted in the 
above paragraph. For their meaning we have to depend 
upon the c o*n text, as we have done in the case of similar 
8 



58 


statements in the Gita (see. pp. 25-26). They generally refer 
to the theory of the Nature which was common to both the 
Samkhyas and the Yogas (XII. 307. 44; 310. 8, 26, 71, 100- 
101; and also 311, 312, 313). It was this part of the doctrine 
which the Samkhyas were the first to make their own and 
which the Yogas accepted exactly as the Samkhyas taught 
(XII. 308. Id.). Otherwise, such statements refer to the same- 
ness of the ‘ goal” in the two systems (XII. 300. 8-9). They 
never intend to say that the conception of the individual soul 
was the same in the two Schools; rather, as we shall see later 
on, tins and as a corollary to it, the nature of absolution were 
the very points on which they differed. It is where the inter- 
preters of the L. MBh, have extended the application of the 
statements concerning the unity or identity of the SSmkhya 
and the Yoga to such doctrinal matters as are not meant by 
the context, that they have actually gone beyond the text of 
the MahabMrata. 

In this connection it would not be wrong once again to 
refer to the statements in the L. MBh. which always say that 
the Samkhyas have only twentyfive 
The Twentysixth principles (XII 302. 38, 306. 43-44; 305. 
never said to be a 38, 307. 2, 47; 308. 14). The other 
Principle of the statements which mention the Twenty- 
Samkhya School. sixth always refer either to the two 

Yoga Schools or to the Aupamsada 
School of the later Mahabharata. There is no verse in the 
L. MBh. where it is said that the Samkhyas had a Twenty- 
sixth principle. “ The Samkhyas see the Twentysixth ” ( XII. 
318 79 ) means that they believe in the Twentysixth of the 
Aupamsadas, which they call the Twentyfifth in their own 
System. Even XII. 308. 14-17 which refers to the Twenty- 
sixth of the Yoga is wonderfully accurate when it says that 
the Samkhyas mention “twentyfive principles” (XII. 308 14). 
The Samkhyas believed that the budhyamana becomes the 
buddha , but they never said that the Twentyfifth becomes the 
Twentysixth, because in their School the budhyamana is 
always numerically identical with buddha. 
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Thus we have seen that, so far as the statements about the 
number and nature of the principles in the two Schools of the 
Samkhya and Yoga are. concerned, they 
Comparison of do admit of doctrinal difference between 
the Statements with them, though they also refer to the lden- 
the actual Teaching, tity of some points of the teaching. Let 
us now see how far these statements are 
corroborated by the actual teaching itself. 

The Yogas had rejected the higher Natuie of the Aupani- 
sadas, just as the Samkhyas had done. 
Rejection of the Whenever the Samkhyas are described 
Higher Nature. as not having accepted the budhyamana 
avyakta , sasvata avyakta or acynta panca- 
vimsa, the Yogas are always mentioned as their companions 
( see p. 42-43 ). 

The second point of similarity between these two Schools 
is that they have the same view about Prakrti or the Nature, and 
this follows as a natural consequence of their joint rejection 
of the higher Nature of the Aupamsadas 
The Conception just noticed above. The statement, “ The 
of Prakrti. same is the doctrinal teaching rf both 

these Schools ” ( MBh. XII. 307. 44 ), is 
immediately followed by other statements : “ I have narrated 
to you the highest principle of the SSmkhyas ” ( 307. 47 ), and 
“ The teaching of the Yoga is said to consist of budhyamana 
and buddha ” ( 307. 48 ). These sentences restrict the sense 
of 307. 44 and show that only the doctrine of the Nature, which 
has been given in the verses that precede 307. 44, is the same 
in the two Schools; thus we are not allowed to say that “ The 
Systems are two but the teaching is the same,” as Prof. Hopkius 
holds, or that the Samkhya and the Yoga 
Prof. Hopkins’ have no part in the discussion of philo- 
and Prof. Edger- sophical teaching but are only two paths 
ton’s Views untena- even in the MahabhSrata, as Prof. Edger- 
ble. ton believes. My interpretation of 307. 

44 is proved by 308. I, where we read : 

“[The followers of the Yoga] making 
the Atman multiple (i. e. twofold, as we shall see 
below), relate the same ( twentyf our) prin- 
ciples ( almanatn bahudha hiva tany eva pravicaksate ).” 
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This is followed by : “ The budhyamana transforming this 
( etad i.e. the avyakta ) in this way ( i. e., in the way taught by 
the SSrnkhyas in the preceding chapter ) does not know ( cea- 
ses to be a knower )” ( etad evam vilmvd.no budhyamdno na 
budhyate — 308. 2a-b ) These two verses ( 308. 1-2 ) are to 
be taken with 307. 46 and 48, and 308. la-b which clearly say 
that the author describes the Yoga School in 308 with which 
we are concerned here. “ Tany eva pravicaksaie *' and “ etad 
evam vikurvdnah ” show that only the doctrine of the Nature 
is common to the SSmkhya and the Yoga, while “ atmanam 
bahudha krlva ” establishes beyond any possibility of doubt my 
thesis that the Yogas differed from the SSmkhyas in so far as 
they ( i.e. the Yogas ) believed in the Jiva to be different from 
the Brahman or purnsa ( as we shall see below ). Without 
giving here other passages ( enumerated above ) or explaining 
further the meanings of the above verses, I refer my reader to 
the following note which will convince 
Prof. Deussen’s him that Prof. Hopkins and Prof. Deussen 
Interpretation also have failed to understand even the funda- 
incorrecl. mentals of this Yoga School. It is suffi- 

cient to say here that the Yogas accepted 
the twentyfour principles, but unlike the SSmkhyas, said that 
the Jiva is the modifying agent of the Twentyfourth as distinct 
from the Supreme Soul. 

Note. — As the whole of Chapter 308 is misunderstood by 
my predecessors, I most here say something to justify my 
interpretations. (1) “ Atmanam bahudha krfvd ” is explained 
by Prof. Hopkins as : “ The Lord-Spirit divides himself into 
many” (GEI. p. 134, 136). This is quite wrong; krtvd can 
refer only to the subject of pravicaksaie , which must be in the 
plural number: it were the Yogas who “made the Atman multi- 
ple ( i.e. two-fold ).” It is indeed surprising to find that even 
Prof. Deussen has committed the same mistake (VPTM,p. 
633 ). (2) It should also be pointed out that none of these 
scholars seems to have understood “ tani eva " in “ tany eva 
pravicaksaie : ’ the expression undoubtedly refers to the “twenty- 
four principles,” and explains 307. 44. (3) Prof. Hopkins 
explains vikurvana ( 308. 2 ) as vikrti and budhyamana as 
Brahman I I see no reason for not explaining vikurvdnah 
as nom. sing, of the present participle of vi + kr. According to 
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the Yoga School budhyamana was the individual soul ( see 
below ) and is quite different from the Supreme Soul whom 
they called buddha , and therefore Prof. Hopkins’ interpreta- 
tion is due io a grave misunderstanding regarding the funda- 
mental doctnnes of this Yoga School. Prof. Deusscn shares 
the same blunder ( VPTM. p. 633 ). 

The third point of similarity to be noticed here is the 
conception of the summum bon urn in the 
The Conception two Schools, which they had in common 
of summum bomim. with the Aupanisadas and in a certain 
sense with the PancarStras. To explain 
the situation of those days, aksara and purusa were both of 
them regardad as the goals of life. This idea was inherited 
from the EMU and the Gita. As a result, all philosophers 
who accepted either of these two singly (like the Samkhyas 
and the Yogas) and also those who identified the two into one 
(like the Pancaralras, see Sec. 4 below) could be, in that sense, 
said to have recognised the same summum bomim. While 
describing the numerical designations in all the four Schools 
of the days of the later MahabhSrata (pp. 32-34), and also the 
doctrines which the Samkhyas accepted from the Aupanisadas 
(pp. 44-47), while showing that the idea of God was the same 
in the SSmkhya as in the Aupanisada School and therefore the 
former was not atheistic (pp. 47-48), and lastly while pointing 
out that the L. MBh. SSmkhya is in a way like the scimkhya- 
path of the Gita (p. 52), I had occasions to refer to the fact 
that the purusa ( not to be distinguished from aksara in its 
capacity as the “goal” and not yet to be identified with it ) 
was the “goal” of the Samkhyas. Now, I shall show that the 
“goal” of the Yogas was also not different from that of the 
Aupanisadas. 

But before we can properly understand the “goal” in the 
L.MBh. Yoga, it is here necessary to 
T w o Yoga point out that the L.MBh. mentions 
Schools in L.MBh. two Yoga Schools. One 
was taught originally by Hiranyagarbha 
(XII. 308. 45), while the head of the other was Rudra (316. 5; 
318. 52). “O you, controller of your enemies, know the 
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Yogas with Rudra at their head to be other Yogas” ( rudrapra- 
dhanan apardu viddlu yogan aimdaina-316. 5a-b), and, 
‘They move about m all the ten quarters with the self-same 
body till the dissolution of the world” (316. 6). “ Apciran 
yogan" (316.5) refers to the distinction between these Rudnte 
Yogas and the Yogas described m the Chapter and the verses 
that precede 316.5. The origin of these two Schools of Yoga 
is undoubtedly to be trace lo the Bh. 
The Germ of Gi. which knows the term yoga to have 
both present in the two technical meanings (Bh. Gi. II. 48, 
Gita. 50 and VI. 23; see Introduction, p. 4). 

While the Gita did not enumerate the 
Yoga Schools as two because they were then in their infancy, 
the definite statement m the later Mahabharata noticed above 
is indicative of the progress of thought during the period 
intervening between the composition of the two works. It 

also shows that the L.MBh., as we have 
Their Priority to it, is prior to the Classical period of 
the Classical Yoga. Indian Philosophy uluch knows only 
one Yoga School viz., the dhydnayoga 
which the Gita explains as duhkhasaiuyogaviyoga (Bh. Gi. VI. 
23) and the L. MBh. as rudrapradhanayoga. The Gita uses 
the terms yoga and kannayoga for the other Yoga; the later 
MahabhSrala seems to refer to a later development of this 
Yoga when it mentions the Hiranyagarbha Yoga School (308. 
45). In interpreting the Gita and the L.MBh. we must not 
lose sight of these two meanings of the word (in the former) 
and two Schools having the same name (m the latter). When 
these texts themselves explain the term yoga to have two 
independent technical meanings recognised as such in the 
days of their composition, it is not reasonable to identify 
“ kannayoga ” with “dhydvayoga" (through the word yogakrtya 
“practices or exercises of Yoga” used for 
Prof. Edgerton’s "dhyanayoga” in the L. MBh.), and to 
and prof. Hopkins’ say that “there was only ‘one method’ 
Views untenable. called Yoga but the word had two 
interpretations”, as Prof. Edgerton has 
done (AJP, pp. 40-46). Again Prof. Hopkins., and others 
who argue that the MahfibhSrata (the GitS included) is an 
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effort to render the Classical SSmkhya theistic on the analogy 
of the Classical Yoga, seem to have been led to such a conclu- 
sion, partly at least, on account of having overlooked the 
distinction between the two Yoga Schools of L. MBh. and 
therefore the notice I have here taken of this fact will not be 
deemed unnecessery. 

Now, we shall not be surprised to find that these two 
Yoga Schools have two different concep- 
The Conception tions of the final goal, both of winch 
of the summum were recognised as equally good, at that 
bonum different in time. Hiranyagarbha (308.45) is mention- 
the two Yoga ed as the teacher of the Yogas described 
Schools. in 308, and verses 31-51 of that Chapter 

described aksara to be their goal or 
highest principle which ( aksara ) they called the Twentysixth 
(308 7-8) These Yogas rejected aksaia as the higher Nature 
but accepted it as the goal; and as the Gita had already made 
this twofold distinction in the conception of aksara it is quite 
natural that the same discrimination is made by these Yogas. 
Unlike these Hiranyagarbha Yogas, the Rudnte Yogas con- 
templated on purusa. “Having thus enumerated (their principles 
upto Prakrti, as stated in the preceding verse), they meditate 
on the absolute eternal, infinite, pure, the woundless (avrana), 
constant purusa , the invulnarale, ageless, deathless, eternal, un- 
changing Lord and the unchanging Brahman (316.16, 17, 
25)”. Thus, the two Yoga Schools respectively belived m 
aksara and purusa as the goal. 

Besides the two passages (308.31-52, 7-8 and 316.16-17, 
25) we have to consider one more passage on this subject, viz., 
318.79e-f. It says that “The Samkhyas and the Yogas accept 
the Twentysixth”. I have already explained how it describes the 
Samkhya doctrine of those days (see p. 47 
The Yogas’ Ac- above). As regards its application to the 
ceptance of the two Yoga Systems I do not think we have 
Twentysixth. any difficulty in understanding it. Chap- 

ter 318 mainly deals with the Aupam- 
sada doctrine (see p. 34 above), and therefore the verse in 
question means “The Yogas see the Twentysixth of the Aupa- 
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nisadas”, and this applies easily to the Rudrite Yogas whose 
Twentysixth was the putusa. But the verse can also mean 
‘•'The Yogas see their own Twentysixth*’, and this would be 
correct with reference to both the Schools of the Yoga, because 
according to both the Twentyfifth was the individual soul, and 
so the Twentysixth was aksara (as the goal) with the Hiranya- 
garbha Yogas and purtisa with the Rudra Yogas. Thus, accor- 
ding to the verse ( 318.79 e-f ) the Twentysixth of the 
Aupanisadas, viz., the piirusa, was accepted by the Samkhyas 
(but as the Twentyfifth in their System) aud also by the Rudra 
Yogas (with whom the fitrusj was the Twentysixth). As 
Rudra is mentioned in the list of the teachers in that Chapter 
(318.52) and as Hiranvagarbha is wanting in the same, I am 
inclined to believe that the author had in his mind the Rudrite 
Yogas (in 79e-f), though the terse applies also to the Hiranya- 
garblia Yogas if we construe the text in a way not uncommon 
to the Sanskrit literature. (The views of Professors Hopkins 
and Jacobi on "the Twentysixth*’ m 31S. 79. and elsewhere in 
MBh. have been already discussed on p. 30 ff. above). 

There is one more point in which the Yogas seem to have 
resembled die Samkhyas. It is said that 
The Conception ‘‘The practice or observance ( i. e. the 
of the Career of career of life) followed by the Samkhyas 
Life. and the Yogas is the same” {L'n ubluv 

ekacarjju — MBh. XII. 316. 2c. quoted 
above on p.5o). In the L.MBh. though the Samkhyas are said 
to be Yatis (ascetics^ die Yogas are not said to be kumaycgins 
which they are actually and most emphatically declared to be 
m the Gita. Moreover, instead of con- 
The L. MBh. trash ng Sainkhva and Yoga on the basis 
Conception of of renunciation and action, the L. MBh. 
Three “is, w.th- mentions three trifJus "careers of life" 
out Reference to independently of any special reference to 
Schools. any philosophical Schools though, of 

course, they can be traced to have been 
particularly favoured by one or other of these latter. They .ire 
c died kc. .il i fnj'ui (traceable in the Simkhya School <, k:\thi 
k mu m (most probably referring to the Pancaratras who were 
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Yatis devoting themselves to big sacrifices offered to NSrSyana), 
and jndnakarmasamuccaya followed by Janaka. These are 
described m MBh. XII. 320. 39-40 and 345. 92. ft is most 
striking that, though Janaka himself refers to fhe Schools under 
the names of “ samkhyajiiana ”, “ yoga ”, and “ mahipalavidhi ” 
(l. e*. the Path of Devotion, cf. riijavidya and raj a^uhy a in 
Bh. Gi. IX. 2) in 320. 25 and again to the three nisthas, men- 
tioned above, in 320. 39-40, still he does not connect them 
with each other; on the contrary, he says that Pancagikha 
taught the j nan aka i masamu ccaya tiistha, though he was 
himself a SSmkhya philosopher. Thus, in the days 
of the L. MBh. the careers of life were 
independent of the metaphysical 
doctrine. This, again, is m consistency with the progress 
of thought during the priod intervening between the Gita and 
the L.MBh, during which the samkliya and the yoga paths 
became Schools of these names. 

Before we begin to examine the points of difference 
between the L.MBh. Yogas and SSmkhyas, it is necessary to 
make a few remarks regarding the terminology of the Yogas. 
The Yogas seem to have specially favoured the designations 
a-pratibucldha or a-prabiiddha, bud/iyamana, and buddha 
(rather than the Twentyfourth, the Twentyfifth and the 
Twenlysixth- which they also used in 
Terminology of pursuance of the fashion of the day. It 
L. MBh. Yoga is probable that these expressions refer- 
Schools. ring to the presence or absence of 

“ consciousness ” in the philosophical 
principles were originated by the Yogas and accepted by the 
SSmkhyas and the Aupamsadas with such additions and 
alterations as would suit their own Systems. This fact should 
be carefully noted because as yet these terms have not been 
definitely recognised as technical terms by those who have 
interpreted the Mahabharata. There is ample evidence 
that these (terms) are used in the L.MBh. in a conventional 
and not in the etymological sense, though the latter must have 
been the basis of the former. In 307. 47 the author brings to 
a close his description of the SSmkhya doctrine (samkhydnam 

V 
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in pa ram tatfvam vafhavad anuvainitam — 307.47c-d) and then 
thus begins the Yoga teaching: “Bn idha and budhyamana, 
because he ( the latter, i. e. the soul) is not in reality the prati 

bnddha, budhyamana and bitddha, they 
Evidence for the dechred to be the Y oga doctrine” 

(337. 48). (The Kumbhakonam ed. reads 
“ buddham aprafibuddham ca budhyamdnam ca tattvatah” in 
place of 307.48a-b of Bombay ed., which is intended to show 
that three principles of these three names are t night by the 
Yogas.) Now, hear the following gimavidhi (classification of 
the principles ? ) [ concerning ] bnddha and abnddha. [ The 
Yogas] (see above 307.48) making the Atman multiple 
( bahiidhd , i.e. twofold; see below) assert the same {limy eva, 
i. e., the twentyfour principles of the Samkhyas, described 
in 307) (308.1). The budhyamana modifying this [Unman, fest 
or abuddlia mentioned in verse 1] in this way does not know 
( 1 . e. ceases to be a knower of the Twentysixth?). He upholds 
the constituents, he creates and withdraws them. He does so 
continuously for the sake of mere sport (308.2,3a~b). And 
they call the budhyamana [so] because he knows the Unmam- 
fest (308.3c-d). But the Unmanifest being itself possessed of 
the constituents never (na kaddcit ) knows [ the budhyamana 
who is ] the Constituentless, [therefore] they call it (n.) aprali- 
buddhak (308. 4). But when this Twentyfifth (n , sc. tattvam ) 
knows the Unmanifest, the budhyamana certainly becomes 
attached to the world; so says the Sruti (of the Yogas). For 
this reasson [the Yogas] call the unfallen Unmanifest ( acyuta 
avyakta ) “ apratibuddha " (308.5). And they call the Twentyfifth 
“ budhyamana ” because he knows the Unmanifest, but even he 
does not know the Great Atman ( mahaUnan ) (308.6). The 
Twentysixth (n.), the bnddha, which is pure, incomprehensible, 

eternal, knows eternally ( satatam budhyaUj the Twenty- 

fifth and the Twentyfourth ( 308. 7 ). Here, the Unmanifest 
( i. e. the Twentysixth ), the absolute Brahman, which is by 
its very nature permeating the visible and the invisible, is, O 
friend of great lustre, the [ sole ] Knower in this world. The 
Twentyfourth does not see the Absolute ( kevala ) and the 
Twentyfifth” ( 308. 9a-b ). 
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From this quotation it would appear that verse 307.48 
associates budhyamaua and buddha and ( according to the 
Kumbhakonam ed. ) apratibuddha (also mentioned in 308.4) 
specially with the Yoga School. Secondly it is clear from the 
verbal forms radanti (308.3d, 6b) and ahull (4d) that these 
are scimjiias “technical names”. If we look to what follows, 
we also find that apmtibuddha, budhyamaua and buddha are 
the names of the principles (308.21c-d, 22a-b). It is also 
clear from the above that these Yogas called them respectively 
the Twentyfourth, the Twentyfifth and the Twentysixth. It is 
further evident that the three are defined here in such a way 
that the possibility of their being reduced to two at any stage 
of development is precluded. Apiatibuddha is “never a 
knower” (4a, c), i. e. one which can never become budhyamaua 
or buddha. Buddha is “eternally a knower” (7c-d), so the 
budhyamaua can never become the buddha. The three must 
eternally remain three; and we shall see later on that this po- 
sition is maintained throughout by the author of this Chapter. 
They arc also numbered as three. The remarks concern- 
ing these terms made already (on pp. 42-43 and p. 51) and 
the following note will convince the reader that Professors 
Hopkins, Deussen and Edgerton have committed grave blun- 
ders in not interpreting these terms as technical. 

Note. — The fact that the interpreters of the L. MBh. 
School have not till now recognised these three as three princi- 
ples of these names becomes clear if we look to their interpre- 
tations. Prof. Edgerton translates 307.48 as follows: “ ‘The 
(soul) becoming-enlightened and that-is-cnlightened is declar- 
ed to be (also) the substance of Yoga teaching ' (so that there 
is, as stated, no difference in the Samkhya and Yoga views of 
truth)”. Besides other objections to be raised against this 
translation lafer on, I would here point out that Prof. Edgerton 
has failed to understand that budhyamaua and buddha are 
two principles of those names and not two conditions of the 
same soul. This is evident from the fact that he has done 
away with the repeated “ ca ” in 308.44c~d. While 307.48 
clearly says that the budhyamaua is budhyamaua “because in 
reality it is not pratibuddha (or, to use the usual form, buddha) 
and while 308.3-7 distinguishes budhyamaua as a knower 
,(of the Nature) and buddha as an eternal knower (of the other 
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two), Prof. Hopkins sees the identity of the individual spirit 
and the Lord-Spirit in verse 307.48 In doing so, lie neglects 
the context. If the budhyamana became the buddha (or, in 
other words, if the Twenty fifth became identical w.th the 
Twentysixth), how could the Twentysixth be said to be “etern- 
ally knowing the Twentyfifth and the Twenty fourth” ? This 
shows that budhyamana and buddha are here two princi- 
ples and not conditions. (Prof- Hopkins, GEI. p. 134). I have 
alreaday mentioned Prof Hopkins’ and' Prof. Deussen’s expla- 
nations of 308.1 above. Prof. Hopkins explains apnihbuddha 
m 308.4, not as a name for the Unmanifest, but as that of the 
individual soul (GEI. p. 1 35). Prof Deussen interprets “clad 
(n.) evam vikitrvavah ” (308.2) as “As he changes himself m 

this way ,” and “budhyamana' (in 308.5c) as “knowing” 

(i. e. as an adj.l though in 307.-18 he interprets the same word 
as “the Awakening” (i.e. as a noun): this proves 
that even Prof. Deussen did not decide 
for himself whether these are tech- 
nical terms or adjectives (VPTM. 633). 
308.6a-b means according to Deussen: “Through him, the 
Prakrti has not yet been [fully] known ( apralibuddha — Prof. 
Deussen does not understand that according to the context 
apraitbuddh elt stands for “apralibuddha — not apratibud- 
dha — \-iti" i.e. for aprabuddham ill ), so they say with reference 
to the Unmanifest, Imperturbable”. No more examples will 
be necessary for proving that the terminology of the L MBh. 
Yogas (and, in a sense, that of other L, MBh. Schools who 
also used the same terms with modifications) has been till now 
not correctly understood. Henceforth I shall restrict myself 
to giving a consistent interpretation of 308 as I believe it to be, 
and request the reader to compare it with those of Professors 
Deussen and Hopkins wherever these be available. ( Abuddha 
in 308.1 is a sho»t form of apralibuddha in 4 and 5 and also in 
21, used metri causa). 

Now, we shall be able to understand how the L. MBh. 

Yogas differed from the L. MBh. 

Points of Doctri- SSmkhyas. The most prominent point 
nal Difference bet- of difference was the distinction of the 
ween L. MBh, Jiva from the ParamStman, which these 
Yogas and Sam- Yogas made for the first time in the 
khyas. history of Indian Philosophy, just as the 

SSmkhyas separated the Nature from the 
Purusa for the first time by the rejection of the higher Nature. 



69 


As we .have seen ( in 308. 1 ) the Yogas made the Atman 
“multiple” bahudha. The meaning of 
Distincti' n bet- bahudha must depend upon the context 
ween Jiva and which, as we can learn from the verses 
Par.amatman. that follow 3C8. 1, shows that unlike the 

Samskhyas, the Yogas have two Atmans, 
the budhyamana and the buddha , the Twentyfifth and the 
Twentysixth. It will have been also noticed that the 
budhyamana is here the creator and destroyer (308. 2-3) 
while the buddha is permeating the visible and the invisible 
world without taking any part in the creation. The buddha 
is ( at first ) not known even to the budhyamana ( 308. 
6c-d ) and has apparently nothing to do with creation and 
destruction on account of its seeing the other two eternally. 
Thus, bahudha is used for dvidha partly because of metencal 
reasons and partly because, as in those days when only 
one Atman was known to the Samkhyas there was no 
possibility of its being confounded if the Yoga doctrine 
was contrasted with their view. Thus, there is no support 
to the interpretation of bahudha as implying plurality 
of souls. (Moreover, as already said, it is not the “Lord- 
Spint who makes himself many”, as was interpreted by Prof. 
Hopkins, see p. 60 above.) The following verses (308. 9c-d, 
17) bring out this fundamental difference between the two 
Schools quite distinctly: — 

“ When the budhyamana thinks of himself that he is of 
a different nature [ from the Twentysixth ], then he is 
‘Unmanifest-eyed’ avyakiaheana because he is possessed of 
Prakrti (9c-d, lOa-b) 1 . But when he knows the supreme 
knowledge pure and ummpurc, he attains to ‘the state of the 
buddha’ (buddhatva) like the Twentysixth 2 (lOc-d, lla-b). 

Then, he gives up the Unmanifest which 
Evidence for the is of the nature of creation and dissolu- 
same. tion (llc-d). Then, he who is devoid 

of the attributes knows the Nature 
( prakrti ) as possessed of attributes and as deviod of con- 
sciousness. p Then, he comes to possess the attributes 
[ buddhatva etc.] of the Absolute 3 ( 1 . e. the Twentysixth — 
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308. 8 ), because of his having seen the Unmanifest ( i.e. 
Brahman, as said in 308. 8) (12). Having come into contact 
with the Absolute, the liberated soul Will reach the Atman 1 ” 
(13a-b). “This non-principle, ageless and deathless, they 
( l. e. the Sfimkhyas ) call ‘ principle ’ 
The SSmkhyas ( taiivanif (13c-d). Bat it is not [ to be 
criticised by the dealt with ] as a principle ( taltvavat na ) 
Yogas. 1 because it resorts to the principles ’ 

( taitvasamirayanat ). Learned people 
( i. e., the SSmkhyas ) speak of twenty five ‘principles’ ( tattvas)* 
(14). But he is not ‘ possessed of principles ’ ( tattvavan ) 7 ; 
rather this intelligent one is a ‘ non-principle ’ ( mslattva ) b . 
He leaves far behind ( i. e. is entirely different from ) the 
(SSmkhya) principle of which buddhatva is predicated (by the 
SSmkhyas)' 1 . The highly conscious one ( prajna ), the ageless 
and deathless, the Twentysixth, when being conceived of [ by 
the Twentyfitth or the Jiva ] with the notion of ‘I’ (i. e. I am 
the prajila) becomes identical [ with the meditator ] undoub- 
tedly only through force ( kevalcna balcn era ) [ but not in 
reality ] ° (16). By [ the side of } the Twentysixth i. e. the 
prabuddlia , even the bitdhyamcma ( i. e. the Twenlyfifth ) is 
ignorant 1 . This is said to be the distinction 1 ’ [ of the Yoga 
School ] from the teaching of the SSmkhya Scripture (17). 

Notes. — 1. These two verses (9c-d and lOa-b should 
be construed together (Prof. Hopkins, GEI, p. 135, differs). 
“ Of a different nature ” stands for anyah, because, as said m 
verse 26ft, the liberation of the soul from the world lies m the 
Twentyfifth becoming like the Twentysixth. Prof. Hopkins’ 
translation : ‘ thinks that I am the other is based upon a 
complete misunderstanding of the Yoga doctrine in this 
Chapter. ‘ Avyaktci-locana ’ is confirmed by Kumbh. ed. ; 
the reading proposed by Prof. Hopkins, viz., ‘ vyukta-locana ’ 
is not necessary; so also his proposed reading aprakrhman in 
place of prakrhinan. “ Avykta-locana ” means “ one who 
sees through the influence of the Unmanifest, the Nature” and 
also “one whose eyes are not annointed with collyrium (and 
therefore cannot see clearly)”. 2. Yciiha. sadvvmsah gives the 
standard of comparison for buddhaiva, the sadharana dhaima 
which would then belong to both the budhymana and the 
bitddha. Prof. Edgerton’s interpretation, “the budhyamana , 
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as the Twentysixth (sadvimsafy yathd) will attain to budhatva”, 
is, besides being m itself meaningless, in disharmony with the 
context, which shows that the bndhyamaita never becomes the 
buddha (see also Prof. Deussen VPTM. p. 634). 3. ' Kevala - 
dhannd and ‘kcvalena sivnagainya’ in verse 13 shows that “sad 
vunifh yalha” is the upamana here, and that the Twentyfifth 
does note become the Twentysixth in the state of absolution. 
Prof. Deussen’s translation of “ kcvaladhanna bhavah” as "and 
becomes the Absolute” is inaccurate; so, also his translation of 
kevalena sainagainya as “having become one with the Absolute”. 
4. AUnanam apnuyat is an expression for the state of libera- 
tion; it cannot mean “reaches his real self” if such an expres- 
sion implies any theory of Illusion (Prof. Deussen, VPTM. 
p. 634). “ Ahuh ” in 13 shows that a School other than that 
in 308 is probably referred to here and verse 14 shows that 
this other School is the SSmkhya School (sec 307. 40, 47; 306. 
43 etc. where the Samkhya is said to have.only twentyfive princi- 
ples). Etad lustattvam in 13c-d refers to kevala m 13a. Aja- 
ramaram 13d-the Yogas would never allow that the Supreme 
Being becomes subject to old age and death, unlike the S5m- 
khyas who held that the Supreme Being itself is bound and 
again liberated. This postion of the Yogas is quite consistent 
with their view that the budhyainana (and not the buddha) 
is the creator and destroyer and that the Twentysixth knows 
the Twentyhflh and the Twentyfourth eternally (308. 2, 7). The 
buddha serves for the bu thyamaua as an ideal as it were (308. 
11). The budhyaniana becomes kcvaladhannii , not kevala itself 
(12-13); he can come into contact with the kevala and hope to 
be thereby liberated only if the latter is eternally above 
bondage and liberation (13). 5. In my opinion we have 
here a protest of the Yogas against the custom of the Sam- 
khyas who called the Supreme Being (the Twentysixth of the 
Yogas) “a tattva” on the ground that it resorts to the la f tv as. 
According to the Yogas, the Supreme One never resorts to the 
iattvas as wc have seen xn 308. 6-8, and theiefore it can never 
be called a tattva even in the secondary sense. In other 
words, the Yogas do not admit that the budhyainana becomes 
the buddha in liberation; the buddha never resorts to the princi- 
ples at all duung its eternal existence. The position of the 
SSmkhyas, “ tattvasainsmyanat tatlvam ”, is often met with in 
the L. MBh. e. g. in 302. 38: 


“ Pad cavi imatilaino Visnur nistattvas tattvsaainjfhtah ] 
tattvasamsrayanad etat tattvam abut ruanlsuiah ” // 



See also 306. 41; 307. 47; 306. 43; 302. 38; 6. "But he is not 

possessed of principles” amounts to “he never resorts to the 
principles”. 7-8. Here the followers of the Yoga emphatically 
assert their view that the Supreme Being is in no sense a 
tnltva, he is a mstatlva. 9. i. e., He is not a ‘principle with 
the characteristic buddhatva but is no principle at all, 
though he should be called the Twetysixth, as these Yogas do. 
The followers of the Yoga object lo the term iattva being 
applied to the Supreme Being and, for this reason, are bound 
lo reject the Supreme Being of the Samkhyas whom they 
called “ btiddJia ” and also “Iattva”. Again, ‘'buddhatvalaksanam 
tattvam ”, “a principle (and again) called buddha”, is to be 
found only in the Samkhyn School, not in the Yoga; the latter 
would accept buddhatvalaksanam mstattvam. This seems to be 
the sense of verse 15. As regards the position of the 
Samkhyas, 306. 44 when considered along with 307. 37 would 
mean that the Twentyfifth who, when influenced by prakrti, is 
called budhyamdna, becomes kcvala (306. 44d) and buddha 
(“now I am buddha” 307. 37c) when he knows himself ( i06. 
44c). The Yogas refused to accept the identity of the two. 
10 . The repetition of aj animat a (in 13, 16) shows that it forms 
an important argument of the Yogas; the ]iva is subject to 
death and old age, the Supreme Being is according to Yoga 
eternally free from these; there is no possibility of there being 
complete identity between the two even alter the former’s 
absolution. Ahani lti grhyainanah refers to the method of 
meditation, in which the object of meditation is thought of 
as identical with the self of the meditator. “Kevalena baleua 
cva ” is a simple expression and means “only per force” 
i. e. “never in reality”, the reason is, as explained above, 
that the sadvnnsa is not like the pancavimia; there can be 
no real identity between the two; the "identity achieved 
during the meditation is an unreal conjectural one, as it 
is based upon mere force and on no reasonable grounds. 
Proh Hopkins has failed to notice the emphasis underlying 
the expression “ kevalena balen eva” and then he comes to 
the conclusion quite contrary to the one given above (see GEI. 
p. 135) Prof. Edgcrton interprets it as, “by the mere abstract 
power” and adds, by way of explanation, “the power of this 
knowledge”; I do not think “ baleua ” should be here interpreted 
as “the power of knowledge”; the context shows that all 
identity of the individual soul with the Supreme One is denied 
here (Prof. Edgerton, AJP, Vol. XLV, 1924). Prof. Edgerton, 
seems to have followed Prof. Deussen (VPTM p. 635). All the 
three interpreters believe that in the present veise the 
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identity is taught by the Yogas. But the next verse solves the 
problem, 11 . This seems to mean: The Twentyfifth never 
becomes identical with the Twentysixth because though the 
former is budliymami , the latter is pmbuddha. This was already 
said in verse 6: “Even he (i e. the budhyamana) does not know 
the Great Atman”. ‘Pmbuddha’’ shows that the buddha eter- 
nally knows the budhyamana who knows the former only during 
liberation, li. “Nanatva” in verse 17 refers to the difference 
between the Yogas and the S&mkhya Schools. In 13 and 14 the 
Samkhya doctnne has been introduced as the view of an oppo- 
nent; and the word “tu" in 13c shows the same. Again, the 
remarks, “it is not like tailva” (14b) and “That intelligent one 
is mslatlva, and lus no tnttva” (I5a-b) indicate that here the 
Samkhya view has been rejected; because elsewhere in the 
Samkhya text (302-307) it is always said that though the 
Twentyfifth (of the Samkhyas, of course) is a non-principle, 
it is yet a principle because it resorts to principles. More- 
over we are given here the facts that the buddha or the 
Twentysixth of the Yogas is “no principle characterised as 
buddha", that the identity of the Jiva and the Supreme Soul 
is a forced one; and that the budhyamana, as compared with the 
buddha is ignorant. All these arguments show that the diffe- 
rence between the Yoga and the Samkhya Schools is meant here 
by the word “naniilva”. In 308 l.c-d we are told that “the 
Yogas having made the Atman multiple ( 1 . e. twofold, as 
already shown ahuve) describe the same (n. plu.) (principles)”; 
and it is exactly in agreement with this statement that these 
verses (308. 9c-d— 17) explain the difference between the two 
Schools on the problem of the Yoga view of Atman. The Yogas 
actually taught two Atmans, the Twentyfifth and the Twenty- 
sixth. Verse 14 has clearly said that the Samkhyas accept 
only twentyfive iallvas including the Twentyfifth as tatlva 
because it resorts to the taitvas, there is no indication here 
that the Samkhyas accepted the Twentysixth. Prof. Deussen 
translates verse 17 as follows : “But when he has become 
awakened through the awake Twentysixth, he [still] continues 
being ignorant ( so ist er weiter erkenntmslos, I7a-b which, 
however, has nothing like “weiter” ), because this [ opposition 
of the subject and the object in the act of knowing ] is ex- 
plained to be still a plurality according to the view of the 
Samkhyas and the Scripture (17c-d)’\ And Prof. Hopkins 
(10c. cit. p. 135) explains the same in the following manner, 
“That separateness of spirits ( nanatva , M. ) which is part of 
the exposition of Samkhya is really (explained by) the con- 
ditioned spirit ( budhyamana ? M. ) when not fully ( ? M. 

10 
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enlightened ( abuddhimav , M ) by the (fully) ( ? M. ) enlightened 
Twentysixth Prof. Edgerton takes “ dan ndndtvam ity 
ukfam ” (1/c) to mean “This (consciousness) implies plurality” 
(Prof. Edgerton, AJP. Vol. XLV, 1924). It will be seen that 
all these interpreters have not realised the importance of the 
terms budhyainana and buddha as names of metaphysical 
principles. It is difficult to understand what meaning Prof. 
Deussen makes out of 17a-b. Though the term ndnatva can 
mean “plurality”, it can also mean “difference”, as m the 
present case. Moreover, I do not think that in 308 we have 
anywhere “the opposition of the subject and the object”. As 
regards Prof. Hopkins’ translation, I have shown that the 
L. MBh. Samkhya knows nothing of the plurality of individual 
souls implied in his words “ separateness of spirits ”. ( Tnere 

is a separateness of spirits here, viz., that of the Twentyfifth 
and the Twentysixth; but this is far from Prof. Hopkins’ 
meaning. ) Moreover, his translation is too free to be of any 
value in understanding the text. There are othei minor 
differences between my interpretation and those of others, these 
have not been noticed here. It will be seen that the second 
point of difference between the two Schools of L. MBh, to be 
presently noticed, will also prove the correctness of the inter- 
pretation proposed by me above. 

The above translation of 308. 9c-d — 17 and the notes 
added to it, which fully refute the incorrect interpretations of 
Prof. Hopkins and Prof. Deussen, prove that the L. MBh. Yoga 
differed from the L. MBh. Samkhya as regards the Atman. 
The Yoga believed in two Atmans, the Twentyfifth and the 
Twentysixth, while the S3mkhyas believed in only one viz., 
the Twentififth. The Twentififth of the Yoga is the creator 
and destroyer, and their Twentysixth has nothing to do with 
the world. The Yogas objected to calling the latter a tattva 
and rejected the SSmkhya view on that point. 

As a natural consequence of the separation of the Jiva 
from the Supreme Being, which this Yoga School taught for 

* Bracketed additions marked M. (Modi) are my cwn. 
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the first time in the history of the Indian Philosophy, they 
were led to reject the 

The Conception then existing view abaut 

of the siimmitm bo- the nature of liberation 

man: the Jiva be- or release from worldly 

comes like Pa ram at- existence. But as this Yoga School 
man, not Paramat- found itself confronted specially by the 
man Himself, Samkhyas, the explanation of their teach- 

ing on this point, like that on the ques- 
tion of the separateness of the Jiva from the Lord, has assumed 
the form of a criticism ot the Samkhya view on the same topic. 
This has been already suggested in the verses translated above. 
The “ bondage ” was said to consist in the budhyamana be- 
coming attached to the world (308. 5). It was said that the 
budhyamana does not know the Great Atman [ during his 
bondage ] (308. 6), and that when he thinks himself to be other 
[ than the Twentysixth ] he comes into possession of Prakrti 
( 308. 9c-d, 10a -b), and that when he “knows ( i. e. acquires) 
the pure knowledge” he attains the buddha-state like (that of) 
the Twentysixth. The fact that he does not himself become 
the Twentysixth was made clear by stating that in absolution 
he becomes ( not kcvala but ) kcvaladharma ( 308. 12c ). This 
last one is the point emphatically stated in verses 18-30 to be 
now examined. 

“ The identity ( ekalva ) of this Twentyfifth united with 
the Conscious One ( cetanena samelasya )\ takes place, when 
he ( i. e. the Twentyfifth ) does not cognise [any longer] by 
means of the intellect 2 [ and not when he merges himself into 
the Supreme i enig, the Twentysixth, as Prof. Hopkins implies ] 
(18). When the budhyamana attains equality ( samatamyah ) 
with the prahuddha, he ‘whose nature was attachment’ 
( samgadharma ) becomes unattached 3 (19). Having reached 
the unattached, the Twentysixth, the un- 
Evidence for the born and omnipresent, the omnipresent 
same. [ Jiva ] abandons the Unmanifest, the 

Twentyfourth, when he knows it to be 
worthless, through the knowledge of the Twentysixth (20-21a-b)' 1 . 
Here the apmlibuddha, the budhyamana and the bitddha have 
been to-day described to you in their proper way according 
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to the teaching in the [Yoga] Sruti ( 21c-d, 22a-b ). The 
similarity and the dissimilarity ( ekaiva and nandiva )* [ of the 
budhyamami and the buddhef] should be seen from the 
teaching m the [ Yoga ] Scripture as follows ( etdvad ) (22c-d): 
The dissimilarity ( anyaiva ) between these two [ the budhy- 
mana and the buddlia ] is like that between the fruit of the tree of 
Ficus Glomerata and the worm [ residing in it ]; the distinction 
( anyaiva ) between the two can be perceived also as that between 
the fish and the water 7 (23). O n 1 y thus' 1 ( evain eva) should 
be understood the non-identity and identity and of these two. 
This [ knowledge of the identity and the non-identity ] 
together with the know- 
The SSmkhyas ledge of the Un manifest 
criticised by the ( i. e. the Nature, the apratibuddhaka, the 
Yogas. Twentyfourth ) is called [ m the 

Yoga School ] the liberation 
(24 ) 9 . They [ i. e. the Samkhyas ] say that this one here, viz., the 
Twenty fifth who lives in the [ various ] bodies [ by turn ] is to 
be made free from the sphere ( or power ) of the Un- 
manifest (25) 10 . It is the decision [ of the Yogas ] 
that ’he [ i. e “ the Twentyfifth in the body ” ] u m i g h t 
be released only in this way and not 
o t h e r w i s e 12 . Having associated 13 with 
the Highest 11 he comes to possess the 
attributes of the Highest (26). Having 
come into association ( “ sametya,” occuring four times in 
27-30 ) with the pure ( suddha ), the Awakened ( buddlia ), the 
[ ever- ] liberated ( mukta ) the one whose nature is [ eternal ] 
separation [ from prakiii ], who possesses absolution, whose 
nature is pure, who is absolute and independent,- - the Twenty- 
fifth comes to possess as his attributes purity, awakening 

( buddhi ), liberation, separation ( Kumbh. ed. ), purity 

and becomes independent ” ( 308. 27-30 ) 16 . 

Notes. — 1. Compare this with “ kcvalenci samagamya ’’ 
in 13 above, 2 . i. e., ceases to be “ Un manifest-eyed ” (10b). 
“Yada buddhyd na budhyciie ” cannot here mean “lias no longer 
any consciousness ( of self )” ( Prof. Hopkins, GEI. p. 135 ). 
3 . The liberation consists in the samgaimaka (5d) becoming 
mhsam galmd (19d). 4. Verses 21c~d and 22a-b have been 
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already explained. They mention three independent princi- 
ples and thus indirectly show that the preceding verses (18- 
21a-b) are not intended to mean that the budhyamana becomes 
identical with the biuhiha even in liberation. 5. Nanaiva 
and ekaiva 22c-d cannot be other than those mentioned in 
24lj ( see below ). Xanuiva is explained as anyniva m 23. 
6. That the similarity and dissimilarity intended in 22c-d 
is that between the two viz., the budhyamana and the biiddha, 
is proved not only by my interpretation of 13-17a-b and 
by the fact that there can be no question of apratibuddha 
being compared with any of these two, but also from elayol] in 
23b, d and 25b. 7. The Yoga Twentysixth ( biiddha ) is here 

compared with the fruit itself and the Jiva (the budhyamana , 
the Yoga Twentyfifth) with the worm within it. The Ficus 
Glomorata is never known to be without a worm or worms 
within it. The idea underlying these similes as given here 
seems to be that just as the fruit and the water are greater 
than the worm and the fish, so the biiddha is greater than the 
budhyamana and therefore the two are “never identical”. 
The repetition of any aha shows that here the non-identity of 
the two is emphasised as in 13-17 also. 8. “Only thus”, 
evam eva, implies a protest against the 
Samkhyas. It means that the biiddha is like the budhya- 
mhna, but is also greater than the latter Both are . knowing 
principles, but the b add ha’s knowing is eternal, the budhya- 
mdna knows the biiddha only when he is liberated. 9. It 
should be noted that verse 24 gives the Yoga view of liberation. 
This view maintains the non-identity (though likeness also) of 
the Twentyfifth and the Twentysixth even during absolution. 
10. After having stated their own view (24), it is just proper 
for the Yogas to mention the Samkhya standpoint, which they 
wanted to refute. Prdluih (25c) shows that the hostile view is 
mentioned here and the statements about the paiicavmisahka 
leave no doubt that the Samkhya is meant here. 11. This 
expression, though used by the Samkhyas, applies well to the 
Twent\ fifth of the Yogas also and therefore they welcome it. 
12. The emphatic expressions: evam... . nanyathd (23), ttt 
vmiscayah (26) and evam eva (24) are not meaningless, only if 
we suppose that the SSmkhya view is criticised here from the 
Yoga standpoint. So, "the Yogas do not accept the SSmkhya 
view, that the budhyamana becomes buddha in liberation or 
that the Twentyfilth is both the individual and the universal 
soul. 13. Note the Yogas’ emphatic use of ''sametya” (26). 
Cf. sametatya in 18 and dsadya in 20. 14. I follow the v. 1. 

in the Kumbh. ed. which runs as follows --"parem paradharma 
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ca bhavty esa sametya vai”. The reading in he Bombay ed,, 
paiasca paradliarma ca bliavaty esa sameiya vai”, is inconsistent 
with the word ‘‘sametya” in it and seems to have been intro- 
duced by some one who believed the Yoga to teach the identity 
of Jiva and Paramatman. 15 . After reading all the verses 
(18-30) it would appear clear that Prof. Deussen and Prof. 
Hopkins are not right in understanding nanatva (in 22,24) to 
refer to the doctrine of the plurality of individual souls (VPTM. 
p. 635, GEI. p. 135). It is evident that -nanatva here (as 
invariably in all other places where Prof. Hopkins takes it 
to mean plurality of souls-see App. Ill) is explained by the 
text itself as anyatva (308.23) and both nanatva and ekaiva of 
22 refer to only t w o (and not to many) m 308.24. We 
have here (22-24) not “the two theories of separateness [of 
many souls] and unity [of two, the Jiva and the Lord], but only 
one theory of the identity and non-identity ( bhedabheda in a 
sense) of the Jiva and Idvara. 

The above interpretation of 308.18-30 and the notes on 
the same will have shown that the Yogas differed for the 
Samkhyas on the point of the nature of liberation. Verses 
13-17 show that the Twenty fifth and the Twentysixth of the 
Yogas (or, in other words the individual soul and the Supreme 
Being) are different in their very nature, thus they mean 
indirectly that the two are not identical during bondage 

{samsdra); and verses 18-30 aim at 
No Identity of emphasing their non-identity even after 
Jiva and Paramat- the liberation of the Jiva. According to 
man, in L. MBh. the Yogas, the Jiva never realises himself 
Yoga. as the Supreme Being which is never 

involved into bondage. So also their 
identity conceived of during meditation is a forced one (16). 
The liberated soul (the Twentyfitth in liberation) and the 
Supreme Being (the Twentysixth) are quantitatively 
two though, as regards their attributes they may be said 
to be qualitatively one. 

That the Samkhya is criticised here is proved not only 
by the Yogas’ persistence on the method of 
salvation described here (24, 26) and by the reference 
to the Samkhya method of the same ( 25 ) which ( refence ) 
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finds its parallel in 14, but also by another passage viz., XII. 

300. 3-4 which unequivocally says that 
Fui tlier evidence, the SSmkhyas and the Yogas differed in 
their method and idea of absolution. 
The Yogas had said : '* Amsvarah katham mucyet ” How 
could the soul be released if he had 
no God (apart from himself) ? The answer of the Sam- 
khyas, which did not admit of God as distinct from the Jiva, 
is given in 300. 4-5. It was the moksadarsema (300. 5) on 
which the two Schools differed. “ Pratyaksahetavo Yogiih 
Samlihyah saslravimscayah ” (300. 7) should therefore refer to 
the fact that the Yogas for the first time went against 
the Scriptures in separating the Jiva from Hvara. 
They argued from direct cognition ( pr.ityaksa ). To them, 
the idea that God has become bound or that the bound soul 
becomes God would have appeared most inconsistant. Yet 
both the Schools had a good number of followers (300. 8). 
To sum up : The L. MBh. Yogas had made the Atman 
<l multiple ” bnhudha i. e. twofold . the Jive and the Is vara, 
while they accepted the same twentyfour principles as the 
SSmkhyas (308. 1). 

The above explanation of 308. 1-30 contains no indica- 
tion that the Yogas knew the theory of the plurality of souls. 

The expression bahndha (308. 1) means 
No Plurality of dvidha according to the context, as 
Souls in the Yoga explained above. Namitva in 308. 1 7 
Schools. or in 308. 22 and 24 has no reference to 

that theory, as is evident from my trans- 
lation and notes. I have also shown that even the L. MBh. 
Samkhya did not believe that the souls wei e many (except in 
350. 2 for which see App. III). For all these reasons, both 
Prof. Deussen (VPTM, p. 635) and Prof. 
Mistaken Inter- Hopkins (GEI, p. 135) must be said to 
pretation of L. have failed in their efforts to explain 
MBh. XII. 308 by ndnaiva (in 308. 17, 22 and 24) as plura- 
Prof. Deussen and hty of souls. The latter’s interpretation, 
Prof. Hopkins. according to which nanaiva ( 22, 24 ) 
, refers to the plurality or separateness of 

individual spirits and ekatva mentioned in the same breath 
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refers to the unity of the Twenty fifth and the Twen tysixth 
looks absurd, even independently of the context which restricts 
both nan al va and ckatva to “the two” m 308. 24 (and not to 
“the many” of Prof. Hopkins). 

It will have been noticed that throughout this Chapter 
(308) the Twenty sixth is distinguished from the Twenlyfifth 
(or, that the Jiva aspect of the Twentyfiflh of the Samkhyas 
has been fundamentally differentisted from the Isvara and 
Mukta aspect of the same so as to make them numerically 
two). Again, the Samkhyas aie twice said to have only 
Twentyfive principles (308. 14, 25), these statements are 
exceedingly important because they occur in the midst of 
other statements mentioning the Twentysixth (308. 7 11, 16, 
17, 20. 21). So, the Twentysixth mentioned here is that of 
the Yoga School, not that of the SSmkya. Moreover, I have 
already shown that the Twentysixth in XII. 318. 79e~f 
is that of the Aupanisadas and does not belong to the 
Samkhyas as their Twentisixth, though the Twentysixth of 
the Aupanisadas is not different from 
The Twentififth the Twentififth of the Samkhyas. Finally, 
never becomes the as yet nobody has shown 
Twentysixth in the any passage in the entire 
L.MBli. Schools. M a h a b h a r a t a stating that 
the Twentyfifth becomes 
the Twentysixth in the state of libera- 
tion. This was, indeed, impossible (a) in the Aupanisada 
School because their Twentififth and Twentysixth were res- 
pectively aksara and pumsa; (b) in the Yoga Schools because 
they denied that the Twentysixth, aksara ( with the Hiranya- 
garbha Yogas ) or pumsa ( with the Rudra Yogas ) and the 
Twentififth weie numerically one; and lastly ( c-d ) in the 
Samkhya and the Pancaratra Schools because they believed 
only m twentyfive 1 pi inciples. The effort of Prof. Hopkins to 
find the Twentysixth ( of the Samkhya School! ) m 307 which 
nowhere mentions the name “ Twentysixth ” but on the 
contrary says that the Samkhyas have no principle higher than 
the Twentyfifth ( 307. 47 ) is not a well guided one. The 
“ fnend ” ( bandhu ) mentioned in 307. 27, who is neither 
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explicitly nor implicitly said to be the Twentysixth, should be 
construed like the two “ friends ” in Sve. Up. IV. 6, which 
knows nothing about the separation of the Jiva and Hvara 
( see Prof. Hopkins, GEI. p. 133 ). 

Just as the origin of the Classical Samkhya is to be traced 
to the rejection of the higher Nature, so we find, according to 
the above interpretation of the LMBh., that the ori- 
gin of the Classical Yoga lies in the 
rejection of the traditional identity of 
the Jiva and 1^ vara inherited from the 
days of the Earliest Prose Upanisads. 
The idea of God m the Yoga System was not arrived at by 
superimposing it on an atheistic Samkhya 
Discovery of the System with twentylive principles, but 
Origin of the Clas- by distinguishing the Jiva from God on 
sical Yoga Doctrine practical grounds, viz, (1) on the argu- 
of Transcendent ment that the actual experience (pmtyaksa) 
God : Abandon- shows that they should be always numen- 
ment of the Upani- cally two, though not qualitatively, and 
sadic Identity 'of thererefore the Scripture (idsha) may be 
Jiva and Brahman, set aside on this point (300. 4-5); (2) on 
the belief that God is eternally beyond 
old age and death, while the Jiva undergoes bondage 
( satnsara ) (308. 16c.); (3) by making the Jiva ( who is separate 
from God from the beginning ) the creator and destroyer of 
the world (308. 2), and finally (4) by keeping him distinct 
from God both during bondage and liberation : — in short by 
the rejection of the identity of Jiva and God ( i. e. aksara or 
puntsa , as the case may be ) taught in the Oldest Prose and 
Earlier Metrical Upanisads and in the Gita and inherited by 
the L. MBh. Samkh>as. Not only is this origin of the Yoga 
conception of a transcendent and supercosmic God supported 
by the text (308), but also there is nothing unreasonable in 
the process of its being obtained by the rejection of jivesvarayor 
abheda instead of its being attributed, rather superficially, to 
a nirtsvara Samkhya. It is probable that originally the word 
nirlsvara may have meant what the word anlsvara means in the 
L.MBh. ( “-one not having any God separate from the Jiva- 
11 
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300. 3 ). Thus the Chapter (XII. 308) clearly shows that the 
idea of a supercosmic God who serves, as it were, only as an 
ideal for the Jiva, had been reached long before the theory of 
the plurality of souls was known 

The importance of Chapter 308 of MBh. XII is as great as 
that of the passages which show that the SSmkhyas and the 
Yogas rejected the higher Nature of the Aupamsadas. This 
Chapter (308) clearly proves that the 
Historical Im- Yoga was one definite philosophical 
portance of MBh. School in the days of the L. MBh.; that it 
XII. 308. differed from the S&mkhya on the nature 

of the Jiva and Hvara; that the Yogas had 
a Twentysixth principle but the Samkhyas had only twentylive; 
and lastly that the origin of the idea of God in the Classical 
Yoga is to be traced not to a superficial ascnption of God to an 
atheistic Samkhya System, but to the rejection of the Upani- 
sadic oneness of God and the soul. If the importance of this 
Chapter (308) and the passages which refer to the rejection of 
the higer Nature had been realised, the four Schools of the later 
Mahabharata would have been clearly distinguished from each 
other. 


I have already suggested that the new teminology of aprati- 
buddha, budhyamana and buddha, which 
probably originated in the L. MBh Yoga 
School (307. 48), was also adopted by 
the other Schools. It would be therefore 
interesting here to note the different 
conceptions of the principle called 
bu Ihyamana in the three different Schools 
with which we are here concerned. The Aupamsadas called 


Adoption of the 
L. MBh. Yoga 
terminology by 
other contemporary 
Schools. 


* The one soul of this L.MBh. Yoga was omnipresent 
(308. 20), and this must be the reason that when, in the later 
history of Samkhya and Yoga Schools, the doctrine of the 
plurality of souls arose, the many souls were alsa taught to be 
omnipresent. 
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their higher Nature budhyamana avyakla “ the knowing 
Unmanifest” because their aksara is a 
The Conception living conscious principle ( MBh. XII. 
of “ budhyamana ” 305. 31-35, see pp. 38, 42 above ). The 

in all the Schools. Samkhyas gave the name of budhya- 
mana to the bound soul which became 
buddha in the liberated state ( MBh. XII. 306. 44, 307. 37 ). 
This was their highest principle, the Twenlyfifth (MBh. XII. 
306. 43; 304. 9; 302. 32; 307. 47, 308. 14). The Yogas said hat 
the budhyamana obtains the state of the buddha ( buddhatva) 
i.e. becomes like the buddha, but the two are eternally two, as 
we have seen above. (This was perhaps 
Origin of the the origin of the term buddha which 
term “ buddha ” later on in the days of Buddhism became 
older than Bud- the property of the Buddhistic School 
dhism. with a definite sense.) 

Thus, the Yoga is a System of what may be appropriately 
termed a Double Dualism, vz., one dualism of Matter 
and Spirit, as that of the Samkhya; and another of two Spirits, 
i.e., the Jiva and the impersonal Brahman 
Progress made or the personal punisa. The special con- 
by the L. MBh. tnbution of this L. MBh. School of Yoga 
Yogas. lies, as already staled, in the fact that it 

consciously separated the individual from 
the Supreme Soul for the first time m the history of the Indian 
Philosophy. This Spiritual Dualism should be distinguished 
from the Spiritual Dualistic Monism of the &MU and the Gita 
which consisted of the higher Nature and the punisa both of 
which are called Atmans. The L. MBh. Aupamsadas had a 
Pluralistic Dualism because they enumerated aksara, punisa 
and the lower Nature as three principles, but the last was not 
considered to be eternal while these 
The Doctrine of Yogas who regard the Jiva as an independ- 
able Dualism of ent principle like the Twenty fourth and 
Spirit and Matter.” the Twentysixth have really thrie eternal 
principles whieh, however, as explained 
above, stand to each other in the relation of a Double Dualism. 
The Oldest prose Upmsads knew nothing about any dualism 
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or Dualistic Monism. They had said: “Brahman is one 
only, without a second”. That was not yet 
the age of synthesis and antithesis but that of mere thesis. The 
Age of the Earlier Metrical Upamsads, the Gita, and the later 
MahSbharata, although it started with the intention of provi- 
ding a synthesis for the Oldest Prose Upamsads (Remember- 
Mu. Up. 1. 2 does nothing except placing aksata and purusa 
side by side) is really an age of antithesis, when we compare 
it with that of the Brahmasutras. But this latter had its 
forerunner in the L. MBh. PancarStra School, which we shall 
examine in the next Section. 

4. The Pahcaratra School. 

The text of the L. MBh. PSncarStras is the Nar&yananiya 
Section (MBh. XII. 334-351). Whenever their views are quoted 
elsewhere in the MabSbbarata, the text 
PSncaratra Chap- refers to these as belonging to another 
ters in the L. MBh. School i.e. the School of (he Pahcaratra. 

An example of the latter is found in 
MBh. XII. 210. 10-11 and 14 (see p. 30 above). The 
accuracy with which the views of the Pahcaratra School’ are 
mentioned in the L. MBh. is a sufficient guide to distinguish 
its doctrines from those of other Schools. 

The most striking phenomenon that we find in the 
Pahcaratra School is its complete identification of aksara and 
purusa. “This ( Nar5yana ) is the one 
Identification of auspicious form of that which is the 
aksara and purusa. Immutable ( aksara ), the U n- 
manifest ( avyakia ), the Lord, 
the cause of the world, the Unchanging ( kiitaslha ), the Agent 
( kartr ), devoid of “the pairs” ( dvaudvas ), whom they knew 

as the non- Agent ( akarfr) ” ( XII. 342. 125-126 ). In 

another passage Naiayana is “the unborn ancient purusa”, 
“ the Lord ”, and also the source of the world, the abode of 

the Immortal, “ the Subte ” ( suksma ) (XII. 346. 21-22). 

There are many other passages of the same type, which identify 
the impersonal with the personal ( XII. 334. 29r31a-b, 339. 
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29; 340. 44; 353. 17-18 ). The terms for aksaia in the EMU 
and the Gita are thus included here in 
Revival of the those of the pitrusa; as a result Narayana 
Oldest Description could be described as he who is not to 
of ak$am. be seen with the eye, not to be touched 

with the sense of touch etc., i.e. exactly 
in the fashion of the description cf aksara in Br. Up. IV. 5. 15. 
Especially noteworthy is the term vidya which the Sve. Up. 

( V. 1 ) used for aksara, and the L. MBh. 
The term vidya. Samkhya for purnsa or the Twentyfifth 
( 307. 1-2; see pp. 44-45 above ) and 
which these PSncaratras could only use for an innate power 
of the purnsa, always in his “ company ” though he is "alone” 
( MBh. XII. 339. 68, 72; 342. 95; 344. 12 c-d; 347, 19 ). If 
the historical development in the meaning of vidya and avidya 
is lost sight of, a great confusion is inevitable ( Prof. Hopkins, 
GEI. p. 104 and p. 136 ). Its position in the L. MBh. Panca- 
ratra School shows that the latter identified aksara and purnsa. 
Even the later development of the Pancaratra Sect also 
confirms this view ( see Prof. Schrader, Introduction to 
the Pancaratra, pp. 62-64 and p. 78 ). 
NarSyana, named This combination of aksara and purnsa 
the Twentyfifth. under the name of Narayana was called 
by the Pancaratras “ the Twentyfifth ” 

( XII. 339. 43 ). 

Note. — The three passages mentioning vidya as conceived 
of in the three Schools may be quoted here for facilitating 
their comparison : — 

(1) Dve aksare brahmapare tv anaute vidyavidye nilute 

yatra gildhc J 

ksaram tv avidya. hy atm tain tu vidya vidyavidye 

"date yas tu soznyah // 

( £>ve. Up. V. 1 ) 

(2) Avidyam aliur avyakfam sargapralayadharmi vai / 
sargapralayanbmuktam vidyam vai paiicavimsakah // 
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( MBh. 307. 2 ). Cf. also MBh. 307. lla-b where we read 
about the same two : Ubhav ev aksariw uktav nbhav etav 
anaksarau.” 

(3) Ekdkl vidyayd sardham vilumsye jagat putt ah / 

tato bhiiyo jagat sarvani karisyamiha vidyayd // (339. 72) 

Or 

vidyasahayo yatraste bhagavan havyakavyabhnk / 

(3+4. 12c-d). 

If we remember that in its original conception this vidyd 
is a living, conscious principle ( see p. 15 above ), we can 
also understand the great religious movement of the Sakta 
Sect and also Sakti- or Devi-worslnp prevalent even now 
m some form or other all over India. It could not have 
originated from a personification of the dead, inanimate, 
unconscious Nature or prakrti of the Classical or L. MBh. 
Samkhyas. The first root of it is in the “ sakti ” of Sve. 
Up. I. 3 and the jivablmta para prakrti of the Gita (VII. 5). 

Another point in the doctrinal teaching of this School is 
that the Nature or piakrti which should be regarded as the 
Twentyfourth of this School is said to be 
The Nature, the “born of NarSyana”. This is undoubtedly 
Twentyfourth, the natural result of the Pancaratras’ 
“born” of Narayana. conception of NarSyana who is purusa 
identified completely with aksara (as the 
goal) and yet having as his “ sahdya ” vidyd, as said above. 
This Nature which is thus the lower Nature of the Aupanisadas 
(born of aksara the higher Nature — Bh. Gi. III. 15, Mu. Up. I. 
1. 9) is often described in the NarSyaniya Section : ‘From Him 
(i. e. purusa in 334. 30) is born the Unmanifest possessed of 
three guuas” (334. 31); “The Unmanifest dissolves into the 
actionless purusa ” (339. 29-31); “He whom the Samkhyas 

and the Yogas call Paramatman From Him is born the 

Unmanifest which the wise know as pradhana (340. 28c-d, 
29c-d; see also 347. 16a-c). 
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Like Nature, the Jiva or individual soul is also described 
as emerging from and returning unto tli epumsa. A reference 
to App. III. which discusses among others the two chapters of 
the Narayaniya Section on the plurality of souls would show 
that, the puiusa of the PSficariStras is called the yom ( 1 . e. 
“source”, or “matrix”) of the souls, and this agrees with other 
passages, such as 334. 42 and 335. 2 wheie an individual soul 
is said to have “come forth” ( prasrta ) from the Atman ( alma - 
piabhava). But though in one passage (343. 14) Na ray ana is 

called the ‘‘creator of the self” (saivabhtl- 

Soulsandtheir Re- ^bhavam ), we may justly doubt that 
lation to Narayana. thls means an abandoning of the general 
Indian belief that transmigration, i. e. 
the individual soul, has no beginning. For, in another 
passage ( 350.23 ) even the God Brahman is said to have 
created and go on creating “many souls”. And there can be 
but little doubt that here, as throughout in the later Panca- 
rStra, the liberated are thought of as persons different from, 
though united with and similar to Narayana. Such seemingly 
advaitic phrases like mam pravisya (339. 43) or paramiitma 
bliavisyati ( 349. 48 ) should not mislead us (Cf. Schrader, 
Introduction to the PancarStra, p. 91 fll.). For, the inhabitants 
of Svetadvipa are all of them “awakened”, i. e., liberated {prati- 
buddhui, ca te sarve), and God is “pleased in their company” 
{taih sardham mmole) (343. 53-64). Indeed, Svetadvipa is 
nothing else than the place of the liberated (and, according to 
Prof. Schrader, identical mutatis mutandis with the umbrella- 
shaped “rock of the liberated” of the Jamas). And though a 
further progress from Svetadvipa to the “Thousand-rayed God 
is indicated ( 339.129-130; cf. 339. 19-20 ), which presum- 
ably takes place when ptalaya comes (cf. the kramamukti 
in Sankara’s Vedanta), we may safely assume that, as in the 
later PSncaratra, the difference between the liberated and the 
non-hbe rated continues even during the cosmic Night, and 
that, when the latter ends, it is the non-hberated who aie 
“created”, i. e^, sent out agun into the world. There would, 
indeed, be no sense in teaching liberation at all, if m prnlaya 
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both the liberated and the non-liberated would get rid of 
individual existence. * 

Thus, what the history of Indian Philosophy owes to 
these Pancanttras is the identification of aksara 
and purusa into one goal. This identi- 
Progress made fication is not to be found in the whole 
by the Pdncaratra of the Gita, except in Bh. Gi. XIII. 
School. 12-17. What G irbe has said about the 

conception of the Supreme Being in the 
Gita applies to this passage only out of the entire Gita and 
to the entire Narayaniya Section of ths MahabhSrata. I n 
the Pancaratra Docl- 
No Dualism. rine we have no dualism 
of any kind whatsoever; 
because aksara and purusa are not 
to be distinguished; and p r a k r 1 1 
is “born” of NarSyana. 

Though both the Pancaratra and the Samkhya are Systems 
recognising only twentyfive principles, 
Comparison of the former has only one eternal principle 
the Pancaratra with (the individual souls, though eternal, not 
other Schools. being counted as different from the 

Universal Spirit, but admitted as existing 
within that Spirit itself), while the Samkhyas teach two eternal 
entities viz., Spirit and Matter. The Yoga Schools and the 
Aupamsada System differ from the Fancamtra in so far as each 
of them accepts twentysix principles while the latter has only 
twentyfive. The Pancaratra however is nearer to the Aupamsada 
than to the Yoga because the Pancaratra like the Aupamsada 
does not distinguish the Jiva as an independent and numeri- 
cally one principle, and believes that the Nature is not eternal. 
Moreover, in so far as the Pancaratra identifies the aksara 
with the purusa, it may be looked upon as more Upamsadic 
than the Yogas who gave up the aksara as the higher Nature 
and also as the goal (as did the Rudra Yogas) or gave up the 
pittusa (as was the case with the Hiranyagarbha Yagas). 

I am indebted to Professor Schrader for this information 
about the conception of the Jiva m the Pancaratra. 
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One result of this P2hcar5.tr a doctrine of the identity of 
aksara and purusa is that the Supreme 
The Doctrine of Reality is now conceived to be possessed 
comcidentia oppo- of contradictory attributes. It is both 
sitofum. sagwja and mrguna , kartr and akartr, 

etc.; that is to say: it is sagwja, kartr, etc. 
like purusa, and nirguna, akartr, etc., like aksara. We may 
say that the Supreme Being is both satyakama, satyasamkalpa 
(Ch2. Up. VIII. 1. 5) and ananu, alirasva, adlrglia (Br. Up. 

III. 8. 8). As the Gita puts it, it is 
Its Original Mean- possessed of feet etc. (like the visvarupa 
ing. puiusa in Bh. Gi. XI) and it is also 

devoid of all senses (Bh. Gi. XII. 13-14). 

It is important to notice this nature of the aksara=purusa 
doctrine here, because the explanation 
Its Meaning ac- of this conception has become one of 
cording to the the chief problems in the later Indian 
Acaryas. Philosophy. Sankara, who said that the 

positive attributes of Brahman are unreal 
and the negative ones are real, went against the historically 
correct view which regarded both of them as real, (and by 
“ positive attributes ” sSankara, understands a 1 1 attributes i. e., 
both those given in the fsrutis which refer to purusa and those 
that are denied of aksara). Ramanuja who held that Brahman 
has all auspicious (kalyana) and no objectionable ( Jteya ) attri- 
butes, or, in other words, that Brahman is full of compassion 
etc., and devoid of cruelty, etc., did not understand the origml 
sense of passages like Bh. Gi. XIII. 13-16. Vallabha who 
explained the texts in question as implying that Brahman is 
possessed of all divine ( alaukika ) and devoid of all worldly 
(j laukika ) attributes seems to have come to that conclusion after 
examining exactly what is actually denied and asserted of 
the Supreme Being in the positive and negative texts of the 
Scriptures. 

Is the P2ncar2tra a development of the Gita doctrine 
* 

like the later. Mah5bh5rata S2mkhya and Yoga, or is it 

12 
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the protest riased by those who possessed the traditions of 
the Oldest Prose Upanisads ? To me it 
Origin of the appears that predominantly neither of 
Pancarittra School: these was the case. The Pancaratra 
Reconciliation or was in reality a revival of, or a reconci- 
Revival of Yedic liation of Asceticism with, the Ritualism 
Religion under the of the BrShrnanas. This is clear from 
Bhakti-teachiug of the importance of rites and ceremonies 
the Gita. preached m the Narayaniya Section; but 

these were to be performed in the way in 
which the Gita had asked man to perform his worldly duties, 
i.e., as a dedication to the Supreme Being. The Gita taught 
that acts can be dedicated to the impersonal as well to the 
personal (Bh. Gi. IV. 24 and IX. 16), and under the influence 
of this allegorical Yajna philosophy of the Gita the Pancaratras 
revived the old Yedic cult. The traces of such a revival of or 
probably reconciliation with the Yedic religion are found in 
the GitS itself (see p. 28 above). Also the same devotional 
spirit ( bhakti ) of the GitS, which pervades throughout the 
Narayaniya Section) led them to the mystic identification of 
tiksciru and puntsti. Their “one-mindedness ( ananyata of 
Bh. Gi. \ III. 14, 22; IX. 30, 13, 22; XI. 54; XII. 6) was more 
intensive than that of the Gita because in the latter it was 
either for aksam or for pums a ( Bh. Gi. XII. 1 ), while the 
former could not think that there was the possibility of an op- 
tion being guen to a deiotee as regards the choice of the 
object of his meditation or devotion, and therefore identified 
the two then known objects of reverence. 

A similar rejection of the idea of “two goals” resulting in 
a similar adm.ssion of only one goal was achieved by the 
Samkh\ as and the \ ogas on a quite rationalistic basis, as is 
clear from their rejection of the higher Nature. There is no 
wonder, therefore, that the text of the L. MBh. represents aU 
these three and also the Aupanisada School as having been on 
friendh terms with one another. In a sense all of them felt to 
be on an equal level ( MBh. XII. 348. 82-83; 249. 1 etc. ). 
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That they had all of them the same goal is a fact repea- 
tedly mentioned m the NSrSyaniya 
PSncarStra Section (XII 349. 68c-d — 70,73). As 

School also, a Path we have seen, the goal in all of them was 
to the same Goal. aksara, or punisa, or both (see p. 55 
* above); and coming undoubtedly after 

the much reveled Gita which consistently taught either of 
these to be the goal, none of these four Schools was likely to 
quarrel with the others for the doctrine concerning the Su- 
preme Being. In the light of the teaching of the Gita they all 
felt that each of them and therefore all of them were in a way 
— and only in a way because they had their own doc- 
trinal differences also — different paths to the same sumum 
bomtm. Though in the days of the Acaryas and in our own 
days this form of tolerance and sympathy may seem in- 
comprehensible, it was not so in the MahabhSrata Age because 
the catholic spirit and teaching of the Gita were not yet 
forgotten. 

Under the influence of the Gita, though much later than 
the Mahabharata, a further philosophical 
Further Develop- movement also took place, which ex- 
ment, the Brahma- plained and in so doing modified the 
sulras. Pan car St ra doctrine of the identity of 

aksara and punisa. The result of this 
movement was recorded in the Brahmasutras. The PancarS- 
tras never discussed with their fellow-philosophers their 
doctrinal differences which we have noticed above. The 
NSrSyaniya Section unlike the other Sections of MBh. XII, 
avoids all arguments and reasonings. There is a land of 
mysticism about the union of aksara and punisa. (The “Ant- 
ruddha- theology” is not any reasoned-out doctrine against any 
other School.) It is the author of the Brahmasutras who gives 
reasons for the equality of aksara and punisa , and in doing so 
he acts like the “saints” mentioned m MBh. XII. 318. 56, 78 
(see p. 40 above). This further development of the doctrine 
which came into existence with the Earlier Metrical Upmsads 
we shall examine in the next Chapter. 



CHAPTER IV. 


AKSARA IN THE BRAHMASOTRAS. 

The aphoristic language of the Brahmasutras is a real 
obstacle to the right interpretation of the Sutras and does not 
assure as much success as one may expect in the case of the 
Mahabh&rata. Yet, if once the key of their proper explana- 
tion is found out, this very obstacle becomes a help because 
though aphoristic the Sutras are arranged into certain groups 
of aphorisms which are connected with each other in a logical 
train of ideas. The writer of this Thesis believes to have 
discovered this key and though he may 
Claim for the not have — and he does feel that he has 
Discovery of the not — been able to understand correctly 
Original Meaning every one and every word of the apho- 
of the Sutras. nsms he has attempted to interpret, he 

thinks, the general sense of 
the Sutras cannot, originally, have been very different from 
what he has suggested it to be. And thus it is that he has 
ventured to include their discussion in this work. 

First of all it should be noticed that even Sankara had 
not always the original readings or divisions ( adlukarams ) of 
the Sutras before him, and in most of such cases all the later 
BhasyakSras too will be found to have shared the same fate. 
This will be seen from the suggestions made in Appendix IV, 
regarding Sutras III. 3. 26, 38-39, 42, 
Mutilation of the 43, 45-46, 50-51. One more example 
Original Sutras. of this loss of the old tradition may be 
given here. Br. Su. II. 3. 18 is *' jiioSta 
eva ” which means “the Atman is possessed of consciousness 
(lit. is conscious), on account of the same reason (i. e. “because 
of the Srutis ”, as said in Br. Su. II. 3. 17 ) Now, it is quite 
probable that the next two apohrisms formed 'only one and 



93 


meant, “ And because out of [ the three possible movements 
that he makes during his worldly life, viz., ] departure from 
the body, going to the other world, and coming back, the 
last two are to be made by himself alone ” (Br. Su. II. 3. 19- 
20). It is a well-known fact that at the time of the departure 
from the gross body, the God of death or his messengers are 
supposed to come and take away the Jiva from the body, 
according to the Scriptures. This leaves no room for the use 
of the soul’s consciousness then. But in the other two cases, 
the soul exercises its power of knowing and itself directs its 
way to and from the other world. Thus, the Sutrakara 
supports his argument for jnatva “ knowerness ” of the Jiva. 
But the fact that Sankara and his successors divide the origin- 
ally one Sutra into two and explain them as embody- 
ing a piiwapaksa on the topic of the size of the individual soul 
shows how far the meaning of the Sutras had been already 
forgotten even at the time of the Bhasyakaras remembered by 
Sankara. This is confirmed by some interpretations preserved 
by Sankara of these predecessors of his. See particularly Br. 
Su. I. 4. 1-3 (explained later on in this Chapter). So we see 
that a new interpretation need not be wrong because it differs 
widely from that of the commentators. 


If we study the Sutras, the most conspicuous point that 


The Sutrakira’s 
Discrimination bet- 
ween aksara and 
puru§a. 


immediately attracts our attention is a 
discrimination which the 
Sutrakara makes and which amounts to 
a dualism which he is not ready 
to call a dualism of metaphysical princi- 


ples, but which he would have us understand as samjnabheda 
“ a Non-identity of Names ” (Br. Su. III. 3. 8) in contrast to 
“ arthabheda ” “Identity of Goar ( Br. Su. III. 3. 5 ). For the 
sake of convenience we may call this a dual method 
of meditation on the Highest One 
( para ). This Duality of Names is the sole teaching of Br. 
Su. III. 3. 1-55 (App. IV). An enumeration cf some of the 
points on the strength of which this duality is put forth by the 
author of the Sutras will bring home to the reader the first 
and foremost problem that the SutrakSra has discussed in 
his work : — _ 1 
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(1) First of all, as said above, the goal in all the 
Vedanta texts is one and the same, but a distinction in its 
names is admissible, and on this distinction the Sutrakgra will 
base his teaching of two types of the method of meditation, 

the means to reach the goal (Br. Su. III. 
Their Designa- 3.8,10,16, 33). These two names'are 
hons. pradhana (III. 3. 11) and aksara (III. 

3.33). (For the terminology of the Sutra- 
kara see (9) below.) By pradhana is meant puntsa. In Br. 
Su. III. 2. 23 the Sutrakara says that the Highest One ( para - 
Br. Su. III. 2. 11) is the Unmanifest ( avyakta ) and in the same 
connection he says that “Because it has both the designations 
(i.e. puntsa and aksara), the case is like that of the words ‘ ahi” 
(the name of a serpent without any reference to its posture) 
and “ kunddla ” (the name of a serpent with special reference 
to its posture of coil). 

(2) Another discrimination between the two is that 

pradlidita has a form, aksara is formless; 
Their Forms. and because the latter is the more impor- 
tant than the former (Br. Su. III. 3. 44), 
the Supreme Being itself is formless (Br. Su. III. 2. 14). The 
fact that pradhana or puntsa has a form is used as an argu- 
ment for deciding the topic of Mu. Up. II. 1 in Br. Su. I. 2. 23. 

(3) A third point of discrimination is that m the case of 

the meditation on purusa “the collection 
“Collection” of of thoughts” ( upasamhara ) is obligatory, 
their Thoughts. while m that on aksara it is voluntary 
and is to be observed only m the case of 
those attributes of aksara which are mentioned in the text of 
the particular School (“Branch”) to which the meditator 
belongs (Br. Su. III. 3. 1 1, 33, 39, 40, 41). 

(4) The SutrakSra differentiates between the functions 

(kenya) of pradhana and aksara. They 
Their Functions, are respectively “maintenance” or “suste- 
nance of the world” sambhrti and 
“heaven-pervasion” dyuvyapti (Br. Su. III. 3. 18, 23). 



95 


(5) The author of the Sutras distinguishes between 
three kinds of thoughts or attributes: (a) those of the purusa 
(b) those of the aksara and (c) some of both of these which are 

interchangeable, i.e., which primarily 
Interchange of belong to purusa but which are mentioned 
their Thoughts. by the Srutis with referance to aksara 

also. The SutralcSra illustrates the last 
by quoting Tai. Up. II. 1 (satyam jnanam anantam brahma) 
where, he says, satya and those that follow it, though really the 
attributes of puiusa, are however mentioned as those belonging 
to aksara. The utility of all these attributes is mentioned 
above in (3). 'See Br. Su. III. 3. 37-43; App. IV.) Even in 
Br. Su. I, where the author has given his explanations of the 
Sruti-texts, he has kept in mind this “Scriptural Interchange”. 
It appears that in Br. Su. I. 1-2 the SutrakSra has dealt with 
those texts which according to him refer to purusa and in Br. 
Su. 1. 3-4 those which primarily deal with aksaia but ascribe 
to it such attributes as properly belong to puiusa. This 
origiual scheme of the Sutras is suggested by the word 
“ ayalana " in Br. Su. III. 3. 39, which undoubtedly refers to 
dyubhvadyayatanam in Br. Su. I. 3.1 (see App. IV). 

(6) The dual method of meditation ori as the SutrakSra 

himself puts it, the option of aksara and 
Option of Choice purusa for the purpose of meditation is 
between aksara and vigorously upheld by him. Liberation 
purusa is achieved in either way. If this option 

of choice is not admitted, then the 
Scriptures would be violated (Br. Su. Ill, 3. 28-30). Both 
aksara - and /wrasa-meditations are VidySs “Lores leading to 
Salvation”, as in the Mundaka Upanisad which is referred to 
by the Sutrakara on this point (Br. Su. III. 3. 47). The 
attainment of purusa which results in the eternal enjoyment 
of all objects of desire by the liberated in the company of 
purusa is not to be understood as the attainment of a world 
( loka , like the. world of the moon etc.), though there is a 
common feature between the two (Br. Su. III. 3. 51; App. IV). 
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(7) The sutrakfira finds it necessary to give his opinion 

regarding the question: which of the two, 
Comparative Im- aksara and purusa, is more important ? 
portance of aksara He says that the former is “the stronger” 
and purusa. ( ballyah ) because it is mentioned m ijiore 

texts than purusa is. But at the same time 
the option of choice from either of the two, given to the medi- 
tator, is strongly maintained by him, as already said above 
(Br. Su. III. 3. 44—1 5). 

(8) I may here draw attention to Br. Su. III. 2. 35 

( sthamvisesai prakasadwat ) which 
Discrimination of answers a pftrvapaksa argument basing 
“ Place ” in the the distinction of aksara and puiusa (with 
Supreme Being. their individual attributes) as two prin- 
ciples on the fact that aksara is connected 
on the one hand with mahat and on the other with purusa ( as 
in Ka. Up. III. 11). The Sutra (III. 2. 35) replies this by saying 
that this “connection” (of the two) refers to the “distinction of 
place” m the Supreme Being The light is called the Sun, the 
Moon, and the Stars m connection with its presence in vanous 
places; the same is the case With the Supreme Being which is 
also like the Light as said in Br, Su. III. 2. 26 (Br. Su. Ill 2. 
32, 35; App. IV). 

(9) The distinction that we have seen above -is also 

visible in the Sutrakara’s terminology. In 
The SutrakSra’s this connection I wish to point out parli- 
Termmology. cularly three terms para, pradhana and 

aksara, which are used by him respec- 
tively in the sense of the Supreme Being (irrespecti\ e of the 
personal or the impersonal aspect), the personal, and the imper- 
sonal. In using “ para ” for the Highest 
The term "para'. One, the Siitrakara’s intention seems to 
be to avoid a term which would suggest 
solely akasm or solely purusa. Tins word occurs m Br. Su. 
II. 3. 4 1 (“The Jiva derives his power of action from para 'the 
Highest One’ II. 3. 46 (“The Jiva’s being ‘a part’, amsa, 
[ of the Supreme One J is like the case of the Light etc. ‘The 
Highest One’ paui is not such”), III. 2. 11 (‘‘The twofold 
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statements [ containing the coincidentia oppositorum ] cannot be- 
long to ‘ the Highest One ’, para, even from the standpoint of 
place «...”), III. 2. 5 (“[ The real nature of the Jiva ] is con- 

cealed on account of the desire of the ‘ Highest One ’ ( para ) 

[ that it should be so ] ”), and IV. 3. 12 (“Jaimini says that 

the liberated soul goes to the ‘ Highest One ’ para ”). All 

these passages show that thrpught the Sutras “ para ” is used 
consistently for the “ Highest One ”, as said above. It is so 
used m Br. Su III. 3. 54 (Appendix IV). The term pradhana 
occurs in Br. Su III. 3. 11 and (as I have suggested in Appen- 
dix IV) in III. 3. 43. In both these places 
The term “ pm- where the teim is used as a metaphysical 
dhdna ”. principle, the context shows that it is 

contrasted ( in III. 3. 11, III. 3. 33 ) or 
compared (III. 3 43) with aksara ( see App. IV for the inter- 
pretation of the Sutras ). This fact shows that the word 
pradhana is consistently used for punisa. In using this term 
in this sense, the Sutrakara seems to have adopted the termi- 
nology of his own days, as he does in the case of many terms 
like suk$ma and others (Br. Su. I. 4. 3; see below). “ Pradhana ” 
was used in the days of the MahSbharata exactly tor the perso- 
nal aspect of the Supreme Being as understood by the 
Sutrakara. “He, who is always thus ready and whose mind is 
pleased, reaches, without delay, that Brahman by 
seeing which one comes to know p r a- 
d ha n a. He is not to be seen with the eye, nor even with all the 
senses. The Great Atman is seen only by the lamp of the mind. 
He has the ends of his hands and feet on 
a 1 1 s i d e s, the eyes and faces in all directions; he possesses 
ears in all places in the world, and [thus] he stands pervading 
all” (MBh. XIV 19. 47-49 also see. 18.32). There can be no 
doubt as to the meaning of the term pradhana in this passage. 
It is so used probably also in MBh. XII. 340. 39. The 
Sutrakara does not avoid using the older term for the personal 
aspect of the Supreme Being, I mean, the word punisa (Br. 
Su. Ill 3.24; I. 2. 26, see below). This, by the way, is an 
instructive example for the totally different meanings which 
the same word as a technical term may have in different 
Schools {pradhana -prakrti esp. as avyakta, m the Classical Sam- 
13 
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khya; =the lower Nature in Sve. Up. 1. 10). As regards “ aksara ”, 
Sutra III. 3. 33 clearly shows that the 
The term ‘aksara’. SutrakSra restricts its usage only to the 
impersonal aspect. So, there can be no 
doubt that even the terminology of the aphorisms reveals^the 
differentiation between aksara and purusa. 

(10) The last noteworthy point in the Sutras in this 
respect is that in the first Adhyaya of the work certain Srutis 
are explained as not referring not only to (the Samkhya) 
Prakrti and the Jiva but also to aksara. 
“ Aksara ” as a Sankara and oiher commentators could 
pihvapaksa m Br. not understand that aksara could have 
Su. I. been the purvapaksa in the interpretation 

of certain Vedanta texts. In some cases, 
if we cast a glance at the original visayavakya it would 
at once appear that the purvapaksa views stated by the 
commentators had never had the least possibility of having 
represented any hostile School. Such piirvapaksas look ridi- 
culous; and the wonder is that they have not yet been question- 
ed by any scholar and that they had 
Dr. Thibaut and escaped the critical eyes even of Dr. 
Prof. Deussen. Thibaut and Prof. Deussen who were, so 
far as I know, the only persons to 
make a thorough study ot the Brahmasutras and comment- 
aries on them. 

Thus, Br. Su. I. 2. 24 discusses the topic of the vaisvanara 
Section of the Chandogya Upanisad (Cha. Up. V. llff.) The 
Section begins with the words: “Ko mi alma kun brahma ” 
(Cha. Up. V. 11. 1) and the text is meant to teach the meditation 
on the vaisvanara Atman. Sankara’s pilivapaksas are expre- 
ssed in “ Kim vaisvanarasabdena (1) 
Vaisvanara in jatharognir upadisyata ula (2) bhiltagmr 
Cha. Up.V., purusa, atha (3) iadabhimamnl devatii atliavd 
not aksara. (4) sarlia ahosvit (5) paiamesvarah” (Sa 

Bha. Br. Su. I. 2. 24). It would at once 
appear that out of these the second and the third are the 
putvapaksas discussed in Br. Su. I. 2. 27, but not in I. 2. 24. 
The fourth seems to have been refuted in 26, not in 24-25. 
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There was not the least possibility of the “abdominal fire” 
having been one of the antagonistic views. The only piirva- 
paksa refuted in 24-25 seems to have been one about aksara 
being the topic of Cha. Up. V. llff. This is clear from the 
fact that the Sutrakara refers to a text which mentions 
“vaisvanara even as purusa" (Br. Su. I. 2. 26). Sankara has hit 
upon the exact Sruti referred to in this Sutra; but he did not 
understand why a text mentioning puiusa was specially 
referred to by the Sutrakara. The Jiva is called puiusa, but, 
as the Sutra (26) shows, the Jiva is to be refuted; so the Sruti 
with the word puiusa is used to refute aksara. (“ Tathadistyupa - 
desilt” and “ asambliavat ” refute the Jiva view.) In the Gita 
(Bh. Gi. XV. 14) vaisvanara is identified with Krsna who 
stands for purusa and not for aksara, so the Sutrakara is also 
right in referring to the Bhagavadgita. 

Let us take another example. Br. Su. I. 2. 18-20 dis- 
cusses the topic of the famons anlaiyamibrdhmana (Br. Up. III. 
7. 3ff). Sankara presents the various posssible views m 

the words : “Sa ( i.e. antarydml ) (1) knn adhuiaivadyabhi- 
mdnidevaldtmd kascit (2) kunva prdptdnimddyaisvaryah 
kascid yogi (3) kinivd parauutmd (4) hmvdrlhdntaram 
kuncit, ” (Sa Bha. Br. Su. *1. 

Antarydnun in 2. 18.). The last supposition shows that 
Br.Up. Ill, purusa, even Sankara felt doubtful if (1) and (2) 
not aksara. could have been the piirvapaksas though 

he himself proposed them as such. A 
glance at the Sruti which repeats “esa la dimasntaryamy 
amrtalf with every setence will show that the possibility of 
Sankara’s piirvapaksas stands precluded even by the original 
Vedanta text. As is clear from the Sutras and Sankara’s 
commentary on them, it is Sankara who himself raises these 
objections and himself gives their refutations. As the “ sdrira ” 
is refuted m 20, he could not be the piirvapaksa in 18 and 19. 
Moreover, the Nature [ of the Samkhyas ] is refuted in 19 and 

not in 18; and “cu” m na ca smartam “ (19) shows that 

one view has been already refuted m 18. So, aksara only 
(which is not the Nature of the Samkhyas and not the sdrira 
also) is the putvapaksa in 18. This is also suggested by the 
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Word smartam ” (19). The Sutrakara has in his mind smuia, 
avyakia and smcirla avyakia : the Gita mentions these two 
avyaktas and the word smarta may as well suggest the lower 
Nature of the Gita which is called a Smrti. The Sutrakara 
does not believe in this lower Nature. So, “ca” and “smartam” 
(in 19) distinctly show that the “smut a avyakia” i. e. aksam is 
refuted in 18. The attribute ( dliarma ) referred to in 18 seems 
to be the one implied in “yamayah” i.e., the act of controlling; 
according to the Sutrakara the governing over the creation 
{prasasana-Bv. Su. I. 3. 10-11; sambhrh- Br. Su. III. 3. 23) is 
a function of purusa, not of aksam. 

Br. Su. III. 3. 18-24 discusses whether Tai. Up. II. 8 
mentions aksam or purusa (see App. IV). 

The above examples will be, I believe, sufficient to prove 
that even in Br. Su. I the Sutrakara distinguishes between 
aksara and purusa. It is quite probable that even the Aupa- 
msadas differed as to whether the topic of certain Srutis was 
aksara or purusa, because in those days both of these were 
accepted as the objects of meditation. 

The foregoing points will show that the discrimi- 
nation between aksara and purusa, 
which the Sutrakara exhibits throughout his work is so 
explicit and is so unambiguously expressed that one cannot 
fail to observe it after the first three Chapters of this Dis- 
sertation have been written or read. This differentiation is 
always present in the mind of the author of the aphorisms 
and serves him as the guiding principle 
Thorough Dis- whether he discusses (1) the names 
tinction between of the “ goal ”, (2) its form or form- 
ak§ara and purusa lessness, (3) collection of its attributes, 
in the Sutras. (4) its functions, (5) the “ thoughts ” 

about it (or attributes belonging to it), 

(6) the option of choice regarding the object of meditation, 

(7) the comparative importance of the two “names”, (8) the 
doctrines of other Aupanisada Schools, (9) the question of the 
terminology or (10) the textual interpretation. This differentia- 
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tion of aksara and purusa appears to me to be the most ar- 
resting point in the Sutras and therefore it has been mentioned 
first and that too with some details. 

We have seen above that the distinction between aksaia 
and* purusa is known to the Sutrakara. Before trying to 
ascertain the exact nature of this differentiation, I wish to 
point out what seems to me to be an indication to the 
Sutrak&ra’s knowledge of the distinction 
Identification of between the two Natures of the EMU 
the two Natures: and the Gila, though the Sutrakara 
aksara or purusa himself does not accept it. This 
is also the (only) problem is discussed in Br. Su. I. 4. 
Nature ( prakrh ). 23-28. Having described avyakta or 

aksara ( m I. 4. 1-23 ), the Sutrakara 
says that “ It is also prakrh [ the word used for the 
lower Nature by the Aupanisadas of his time, and for the 
Nature by the Samkhyas ] because the Proposition and the 
Illustrations [given in Cha. Up. VI. I. 3, VI. 1. 4-6] are not to be 
obstructed [in their sense]” (23). “Ca” (also) in the Sutra shows 
that the author identifies aksara understood in the previous 
Sutras with prakrh, so that according to him there is only one 
Nature viz., the higher Nature or, to speak more accurately, the 
Supreme Being, which may be called aksara or purusa, is also 
the Nature of the creation. The Sruti referred to by him does 
not mention the lower Nature of the EMU and the Gita, but 
describes the creation as directly taking place from “that by. 

(hearing) which the unheard becomes heard ” (Cha. Up. 

VI. 1. 3). “ And [ aksara is also prahh ] because ‘thought’ 

( abhidhya ) is predicated [ of the Essential Cause of the Uni- 
verse m the Scriptures) ” (24). Here the author refers to a 

text like “ soskamayaia bahu syiim ” ( Tai. Up. II. 6. 1), 

which shows that the Nature of the world is a thinking one 
and therefore goes against prakrh or the 
Aksara, the Con- lower Nature which is devoid of consci- 
scious prakrit. ousness according to the EMU and the 

Gita. “And [ aksara is also piakrii ] be- 
cause both [ the evolution and the dissolution of the world ] 
are, in the Scriptures, stated as directly taking place [ from 
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and into it ]” (25). “Directly” ( saksat ) is a clear proof that 
the Sulrak5 r a rejects the lower Nature. For that purpose he 
refeis to texts like “ Sarvani ha va imam bhiitany akasad eva 
samutpadyante / dkasam praly astamyanh ” — Cha. Up. I. 9. 1. 
The fact that “nbhaya” in the Sutra (25) refers to the evolution 
and the dissolution of the world and that “ sahsat ” refers to 
“eva” in the Sruti, goes against Sankara who holds that this 
Adhikarana is intended to describe aksara as the “ mmitla ” 
and at the same time the “ upadana ” cause of the world. 
“[ Aksara is also prakrli ] because [ the world is] a modification, 
pannama, of ahnakrti i.e. of Brahman or aksara itself creating 
itself as the creation” (26). The visayavakya is “Tad dimanam 
svayam akuruia'' — Tai.Up. II. 7. This Sruti says that the crea- 
tion or what the creator has made is itself the self of the creator 
( aksara ). This is in agreement with Br. Su. II. 1. 14 and 20 
The modification ( pannama ) cannot be the Atman of aksara 
if it were to take place from the lower Nature. “ And [ aksara 
is also prakrli ] because it is said to be the source, yoni, of the 
world in the metrical compositions, ” (27). In this Adhikarana 
this is the only Sutra where the author re- 
Evidence of the fers to the EMU and the Gita, and in 
yom passages. doing so he has hit upon a very import- 

ant statement m these works winch always 
describe aksara as the yoni wherein the purusa lays the seed 
and from which “ all beings ” are born. Such passages are 
Kau. Br. Up. I. 6; S>ve. Up. I. 2, VI. 16, V. 6; Mu. Up. I. 3; 
Bh. Gi. XIV. 3-4, VII. 6. In these, dkasa (meaning Atman), 
ahnan, Brahman, mahad brahman, or jlvabhutd para prakrti 
is “ the source” yom. So, the lower Nature cannot be the 
yoni described m these words. And because aksara is the yom, 
it is also prakrli (the lower Nature of the Aupanisadas or the 
Nature of the Samkhyas). In Br. Su. II. 1. 23, the author 
says that in the Sruti “ anena jlvena 
Evidence of dlmandnupravisya namanlpe vydkara- 
“ jwena dtmana ’ in vam ” ( Cha. Up. VI. 3. 2 ), “ jiva dtman” 
Cha. Up. VI. refers to the living self of Brah- 

man because the cause of the world is 
not devoid of consciousness and cannot be explained to be 
like inanimate objects e.g. a stone etc. All these" gut ras prove 
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that the Sutrakara knows the theory of the two Natures and 
rejects the lower Nature in so far as he identifies it with the 
higher one, which is for him the Supreme Being.* 

The Sutrakara’s rejection of the lower Nature was not a 
noved feature in the history of Indian philosophy. The 
“saints” ( sadhavah ) in MBh. XII. 318. 56 are said to have held 
that “ One should look upon the two forms of the eternal Un- 
manifest as one and the same end [of the series of evolution]. ” 
The doctrine of these saints on this 
Various forms of particular point seems to have been the 
the Identification of same as that of the Sutrakara, More- 
the two Natures, over, in identifying the lower Nature 
with the higher one, the author has gone 
exactly in the opposite direction of what the L. MBh. Samkhyas 
are found to have done (see above pp. 42-44). Both of them 
are the results of a movement of the same chaiacter, but 
their conclusions are quite different from each other. The 
Sutrakara says that the created world is a living, conscious 
modification ( pannama ) of the Atman; the Samkhyas said 
that the world is devoid of consciousness. 

In this connection we may examine the exact meaning of 
aksara as the Nature, as taught m the Sutras. Avyakta in the 
evolutional series of Ka. Up. III. 10-11 is discussed m Br. 

Su. I. 4. Iff. The Sutrakara says that it 
The Sutrakara’s is not “the principle established by mfer- 
Theory of aksara ence by the Samkhyas” ( atutmamka ) 
as the Nature : Br. because “ its comprehension ( graliiti, 
Su. I. 4. 1-7. interpretation) is presented m the allegory 

of the body [and the chariot] ” and that 
“the Sruti shows it.” The “allegory” says that the end of the 
journey is the Highest Abode of Visnu ( Ka. Up, III. 9 ); so 
according to the Sutrakara l ' avyakta” is “Visnoh paramam pad- 

* Though the Sutrakara’s doctrine of the identity of the 
lower Nature with the higher one is not entirely different from 
Sankara’s doctrine of “ abhinnanimittopadana ” according to 
which he explains Br. Su. I. 4 23—28, the standpoint from 
which each of. these two discusses the problem, reveals a con- 
trast rather than a resemblance between the two views. 
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am” mentioned as the terminus of the journey in the allegory. 
“ Darsayati ca ” in the Sutra refers to Ka. Up. III. 15 which 
describes what is said to be “ beyond mahat ” and avyakta is 
also “beyond mahat ” in Ka. Up. Ill 11a which is the visaya- 
vakya. In the second Sutra (I. 4 2.), the same avyakta is said 
lo be the silksma because it can be properly so called. In the 
days of the SutrakSra “ silksma ” was a synonym for aksara 
( “The siiksma sees all these, the lower Nature “ jhana ”, the 
Intellect, etc. etc. — MBh. XII. 204. 20 ). So, he uses a current 
word to explain the Srauta term. * Among his other argu- 
ments, he says that m the same passage “ mahat ” is stated to 
be lower than avyakta and higher than buddhr, and as accord- 
ing to the SSmkhyas buddhi is the direct effect of their avyakta , 
this mahat (in Ka Up. III. 11) cannot be a Samkhya principle; 
so also avyakta (Br. Su. I. 4. 7). 

Now, the fact to be noticed here is the SutrakSra’s view 
of avyakta or aksaia as the Nature, and this is given in the 
Adhikarana discussed above. He says, avyakta is lower 
than p u r it § a because the former is dependent on the 
latter, just as the objects of sense ( arlliiih in Ka. Up. III. 10. ) 
are said to be lower than the mind because they are dependent 
on the latter tor being perceived. The Sutrakara seems to 
reject a put vapaksa view which regarded 
Meaning of avyakta in the capacity of the higher 
“ Purusa is higher Nature (in Ka. Up. III. 10-1 1) to be 
than avyakta ” (Ka. lower than purusa from “the standpoint of 
Up. III. 11). the place” (sthdna- Br. Su. III. 2. 11) of 

the two.§ Thus, according to the Sutra- 
kSra, avyakta as the subtle principle ( siiksma ) i. e. as the 

* Sankara’s explanation of siiksma and avyakta as the 
subtle body as distinguished from the gross one is a proof that 
he had not an uninterrupted tradition. He depends upon his 
predecessor who, taking avyakta to refer to the gross body 
also, was in no better position than Sankara himselt. 

§Those who believed that avyakta is spatially lower than 
purusa, also believed that the mrguna texts refer to avyakta 
and saguna to puiusa. Tne Sutrakara rejects their view 
( Br. Su. i'll. 2. 11-21; see App. IV. 2 ). 
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(higher and only) Nature depends upon purusa. In other 
words, in the Highest Being, the personal aspect governs the 
impersonal one as far as the act of creation is concerned (Br. 
Su. I. 4. 3). This would be the Sutrakara’s explanation of 
avyakta or aksara in such texts as Ka. Up. III. 10-11. 

As regards the evolution from aksara , we have seen already 
(pp. 101-102 above ) that the Sutrakara does not distinguish 
the lower Nature from the aksara. This 
Rejection of the means that he does not accept the lower 
lower Nature, the Nature. In the same way he rejects the 
Intellect and the crea t 10 n of buddhi and manas (Br. Su. 

the” Senes 5 Evo- IT * 1 15 > and be § ms tlie evolution from 
lution. aksara with the direct creation of the 

Ether ( viyat — Br. Su. II. 3. 1 ) from it. 
He says that the world is identical with its cause (i. e. Atman) 
and gives as a proof of it the example of the vital breath (Br. 
Su. II. 1. 14, 20). In dropping the three links, the lower 
Nature, the Intellect, and the Mind ( — the problem of 
ahamkara does not arise for him, as also for the authors of the 
MahSbhSrata in many places — ), the SutralcSra has directly 
set aside the teaching of the EMU, the Gita and the L. MBh. 
Aupamsadas. 

Before we summarise the Sutrakara’s view about the 
nature of the Highest Being (para), it would be both interesting 
and instructive to note the doctrines of some Aupanisada 
(Vedanta ?) Schools, which the Sutrakara has refuted. The 
adversaries of the Sutrakara were those who held that the 
Vedanta texts mention more “goals” than 
Two Aupanisada one (i. e. two) (Br. Su. III. 3. 1-4) and 
Schools criticised that the (two) goals are not identical (Br. 
by the Sutrakara. Su III. 3. 5-9). The former he con- 
fronted with such texts as Bh. Gi. VIII. 
11 and Ka. Up. II. 15 which the Sutrakara could interpret as 
teaching unity of the goal of the Vedantas (III. 3. 4). With 
the latter he argued that non-identity of the goals was incon- 
sistant with the omnipresence of each of them taught in the 
Sruti (HI. 3. .9). He held that there was only one goal but 
it had two names, pradhana and aksara. The former of these 

14 
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two hostile Schools seems to have legarded purusa and aksara 
as two independent goals; the latter who said that the two were 
not identical may have thereby meant that aksara is the Abode 
and purusa lives in it and therefore they are m that sense one, 
but they are not identical. The exact views of these opponents 
are not given in Br. Su. III. 3. 1-9, yet they could be inferred 
to have held some such doctrines as we have described above. 
There are, however, two other groups of aphorisms, winch 
come to our aid here. The first group is Br. Su. III. 2. 11-21 
(App. IV. 2. a). It records a hostile view which admitted a 
difference of place in the Highest Being, and 
went further by saying that the negative texts belong to one 
‘•place” and the positive ones to another 
The “ sthana- “place” m the Supreme Being. This 
bheda ” (?) View, seems to mean that aksara and purusa 
are two places in the Supreme One and 
the negative and the positive texts respectively describe these 
two places ( sthana — Br. Su. III. 2. 11). The other School is 
implied in l 'api‘ in Br. Su. III. 2. 11 and is refuted m Br. Su. 
III. 2. 32-37 (App. IV. 2 b). It believed that there was a 
goal beyond (or other than) 
The “ svanlpa - the Unmanifest or aksara (Br. Su III. 2. 
bheda ” (?) View. 23 and 32), because the Unmanifest was 
described as connected with the Supreme 
One (or purusa) beyond it and because the Srutis asserted the 
difference ( bheda ) between the two ( Br. Su. III. 2, 32 ). 
According to this School aksara and purusa arc numerically 
two. 

Although neither the commentators nor the modern 
interpietors like Dr. Thibaut and Prof. Deussen have even 
exhibited any curiosity as to who these opponents of the 
SutrakSra could have been, it is not difficult to identify them 
with some predecessors of the author of 
Identification of the Sutras. The view which believes m 
these two Aupani- a difference of place ( sthana ) in the 
sada Schools with Supreme Being which is numerically one 
those of the L.MBh. seems to be that of the L. MBh. “saints” 
(tatsthdndc c amipasyanti m eka ev eii 
sddhavah — MBh. XII. 318. 78; see Ch. Ill p..41 above;, 



107 


who held that aksam is the " place ” of the Best One 
and therefore in that sense the two are one. The other 
doctrine according to which aksam and pit rasa are different 
from each other ( and therefore two in number ) was the 
viewer the L. MBh. Aupanisadas who enumerated aksam as 
the Twentyfiflh and purusa as the Twentysixth ( MBh. XII. 
318. 47-8 ’ ). According to the Sutrakara both these Schools 
are dualistic. The latter asserted the 
The SutrakSra’s difference between aksam and pinu§a 
Criticism of these and was theiefore undoubtedly dualistic. 
Views. The unity of goal propounded by the 

former was superficial, because though 
they stated that the Supreme Being was one, yet not only 
did they say that m that one Being aksam was spatially 
lower than purusa, but they also said that the negative sentences 
described only the lower place (aksam) and the positive only 
the upper one ( purusa ) in the Supreme Being; so that all the 
attributes of the Highest Being did not belong to it wherever 
it was present (Br. Su. III. 2. 11 — note the word “ saivatra " 
in this Sutra; App. IV. 2. a): The Sutrakara regarded such a 
distinction between the twofold attributes as an admission of 
duality, and therefore he opposed it, as will be clear from his 
view of the nature of the Supreme Being. 

The most striking feature in the Sutrakaia’s view of the 
Highest Being ( para ), is the systematic 
Problem of com- and rational intei pretation which he gives 
ctdentia opposito- for the first time m the history of Indian 
rum. Philosophy, to the twofold contradictory 

statements regarding the attributes of the 
Supreme One, the coiucidentia oppositorum. 

The historical position of the problem before the Sutra- 
kara may be summed up in the following 
History of its Be- words: the Oldest Prose Upamsads which 
ginning. had thought of the impersonal ( aksara ) 

and the personal ( piiiusa ) independently 
of each other, Jiad regarded each of them as the Highest Being in 
itself. Therefore, the attributes of aksata contained not only 
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the negative ones, but also some positive.ones, such as the act of 
ruling ( prasasatia- Br. Up. III. 8. 9). Similarly there was the 
custom of describing the personal principle negatively as was 
done in the case of the impersonal. The personal is described 
negatively in Br. Up. III. 9. 26 and III. 7. 23 (cf. the imperso- 
nal in BrUp. III. 8. 11), Br Up. IV. 4. 25 and ChS. Up. VIII. 
7. 1 (cf. Pra. Up. V. 7); and the Gita remembers this fact in 

II. 24. But a second sta'e was reached when the impersonal 
was placed below the personal (as the latter’s Nature). Then 
the aksaia was no longer associated with such attributes as 
properly belong to the purusa. This is the case in Ka. Up. 

III. 15; Mu. Up. I. 1. 6; Pra’. Up. V. 7; and Bh. Gi. XII. 3. 
In the third stage which is evident in the later Mahabharata 
(and in Br. Su. III. 2. 32-37), the distinction between aksara 
and purusa and between the attributes of the two became 
very sharp, and, as we have seen, they have developed into nu- 
merically two metaphysical principles. In the fourth case, we 
find that the distinction between the attributes of these two 
is allowed to remain as it was, but the two were to be regarded 
as numerically one (MBh. XII. 318. 78; Br. Su. III. 2. 11-21). 
On the fifth occasion, the tendency already visible in Sve. Up. 
III. 19-20, Ka. Up. II. 10, Is5a. Up. 5, Ka. Up. II. 20 and Bh. 
Gi. XII. 13-14 assumes a definite shape and the Pancaratra 
conception of one mystic principle springs up by the fu- 
sion of aksara and pmusa. This (principle) had both the nega- 
tive and the positive attributes without any reference to the 
lower or the higher “place” in it. But at this stage no expla- 
nation for this mystic combination of the two hitherto distinct 
principles with distinct qualities is offered, nor it is realised 
that this conception is inconsistent with those already in vogue 
(see p. 91 above). 

The author of the Sutras who comes after all these 
stages definitely rejects the earlier views ( 2 — 4 ) except the 
first one, which he emphasises as an argument for his own 
view, and the last one which he adopts and systematises. 
According to him atyara is not spatially lower than purusa; 
and again they are not two, but one. Whatever attributes, 
negative or positive, the one is said to have, also ’belong to the 
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other, because the Sruii itself makes such an interchange; 
their distinction is useful only for meditation (see p. 94 above). , 
The Highest Being m its entinty is called aksara or purusa 
and the negative and the positive statements are applicable to 
ever„y part of it, to every place in it ( sarvatm ). The Sruti 
says that aksara is the goal. It also says that purusa is the 
goal. Each of the the two are also individually said to be 
omnipresent. It is irrational to hold 
The Sutrakgra’s that there are two goals and that each of 
Rational Explana- them is omnipresent. The Sutrakara 
tion of the Problem, makes use of this argument twice ( Br. 

Su. III. 2. 38; III. 3. 9) Wherever aksara 
is mentioned, it is said that there is none else than it; wher- 
ever iitiuan or putusa is mentioned, it is also said that there 
exists none else but him (Br. Su. III. 2. 37). The Sutras 
refer to Br. Up. IV. 5. 13, “ It is — as is a mass of salt, 
without inside, without outside, entirely a mass of 
taste ( krtsno msagliana eva ), even so, verily, is this Atman, 
without inside, without outside, entirely a mass of knowledge 
( Msuah prajHanaghana eva ) ”, and especially to Bh. Gi. 
XIII. 12-16. ,l This has everywhere its hands and 
feet, everywhere its eyes, heads, and mouths, 
e v e r y w h e re it is possessed of ears in the world, and 
remains having enveloped every [ existing ] thing ” ( Bh. Gi. 
XIII. 13 ). ‘‘ Saivatah ” m the Gila corresponds to “ sarvatm ” 
in Br. Su. III. 2-11. and therefore the Sutrakara refers to it. 
According to the Sulrak&a, when any text says that the 
Supreme Being ( aksara or purusa) is devoid of hand and feet, 
it denies them of it in its entirity. This will be the sense of 
Sve. Up. III. 19 and Mu. Up. I. 1. 6. This is how he solves 
the problem of the coincidentia oppositorum. The same is 
perhaps meant also in Br. Su. II. 1. 30 and 37 ( sawopela ca 
taddaisanal and sarvadharniopapaitesca respectively ). The 
Supreme Being as a whole ( “ sarvatra ” ) is possessed of 
all, and therefore contradictory, attributes. The great teachers 
of Vedanta, that followed the Sutrakara busied themselves 
with interpreting this verdict of the author of the aphorisms 
( see p, 89‘above ). 
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The standpoint which the SutrakSra has taken up is 
guided by a historical insight into the development of the 
aksaia-pmusa doctrine in those days. The ChSndogya and 
BrhadSranyaka Upanisads never taught that the aksara was 
spatially lower than the purusa, nor did they think that the per- 
sonal aspect was in conflict with the impersonal. The Earlier 
Metucal Upanisads did not mean that aksara was a principle 
with so much share of individuality as to 
The SutrakSra, be counted as a second principle by 
the Restorer of the side of the purusa. What they 
Advaitism in the implied by putting the aksara below 
Aupanisada School, the purusa in the discussion of the 
evolution of the world ( as in Ka. Up. 
III. 10-11 ) was perhaps that in the entire Brahman the 
personal aspect governs the impersonal during the act of 
creating the world, and we find that the SutrakSra does accept 
this meaning of the paratva of the purusa ( Br. Su. I. 4. 3; 
see p. 104 above ). When the EMU and the Gita said that 
the meditator on purusa when liberated “ went beyond 
aksara (Mu. Up. III. 2. i: Pra Up. V. 5, 7; Bh. Gi. VIII. 
21-22, XV. 16-18, XVIII. 53-55), they did not mean that the 
meditators on aksara reached the Twentyfifth and those on 
putiisa the Twentysixth (see Bh. Gi. XII. 4). The Sutrakara 
feels himself bound to understand those statements as refer- 
ring to different places in the entire Brahman which is like 
an omnipresent mass of light wherein one may differentiate 
between its parts as occupying different places, though each 
part has the same attributes. In brief, let not the historian of 
the Indian Philosophy forget that the Aupanisada or rather the 
Vedanta School owes its “monistic monotheism” 
( how else shall we name the union of the personal and the 
impersonal with the control of the former over the latter as 
regards the latter’s creative activity ! ) and therewith all the 
later monistic or monotheistic phases of the various Vedanta 
Schools, to the author of the Brahmasutras. Henceforth the 
dualism and the pluralism to which the EMU, the Gits and, 
more than either of these, the later MahSbhSrata Aupanisadas 
had fallen a victim, is driven out of the Vedanta School once 
for all. 
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Most of the other notable features of the “ aksara o r puriisa ” 
doctrine 'of the SutrakSra have been 
Distinction bet- noticed in the beginning of this Chapter; 
ween the SutrakSra but one point in which the author has 
and ^ the L. MBh. checked and corrected the turn of 
PSncaratras. thought, into which the PahearStras had 

already let themselves enter, requires 
to be mentioned here, so that the Sutrak&ra may not 
be mistaken for being more of the PSncaritras than he 
really is. The latter ( as we find them in the L. MBh. ) did 
not at all distinguish between aksara and piirusu and could 
think that the personal is at the same time the impersonal (see 
p. 84 above ). But, for the SutrakSra these two are t w o for 
the practical purpose of meditation. They are two distinct 
names of the one object of meditation and indicate two distinct 
methods of meditation, though leading to one and the same 
goal. This difference between the PSncaratras and the 
SutrakSra, and the way in which the latter succeeded in 
purging the Aupamsada speculation of its dualistic character, 
and thereby establishing an option of choice as 
regards the object of meditation, lead us to consider what we 
may call the compromising nature of the 
aphorisms. 

Although the Gita never aimed at reconciling the 
various Schools of Indian Philosophy, the Brahmasutras 
bear clear marks of the great sacrifices 
Compromising that the various Sakhas of the Sruti have 
Character of the made in the cause of maintaining the 
Sutras. original monism or monotheism of their 

ancestors. First of all, each of the Vedic 
Schools agreed to honour the Revealed Texts of all others 
(Br. Su, III 3. 44, 49). Secondly, if any one of the four requ- 
irements, codana, akhya, etc. was the same m these texts, the 
"same Brahman was to be understood as the topic in all of 
them (Br. Su. Ill 3. 1, 6). But this did not mean that every 
School was henceforth to study all the texts, the rule of 
svadhyaya was taught in all the Sakhas and was not to be 
disturbed in the least by this union of the Schools. Thirdly, 
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since all the texts did not mention both aksara and purusa, 
henceforth aksara or purusa was the goal. We have already 
noticed the nature of this new teaching. The followers of 
the ChSndogya and the Brhadaranyaka could join the union 
only on this condition; while those whose 
The Oldest Upan- texts taught both as the goals ( 1 . e. the 
isadic Schools. EMU and the GitS ) were in practice 
pursuing only one of the two because 
they were both of them not meant for one and the same man. 
Moreover, great appeal for unity was effected by such other 
arguments as the fact that every Revealed Text whether teach- 
ing the personal or the impersonal principle had taught it 
as omnipresent and there can be no two omnipresent princi- 
ples. The followers of the EMU and the Gita found that the 
idea of aksara as the Nature of the purusa was inconsistent 
with their conception of it as an eternal goal; so, aksara was 
allowed to remain as Prakrti ( Br. Su. I. 4. 23 ) but not as a 
prakrti belonging to pitmsa. The fact that the Chandogya 
and the Brhadaranyaka Schools had already at various times 
taught the personal and the inpersonal principles without 
reference to their mutual relations led them to accept the new 
standpoint. Henceforth those who believed in aksara were 
to note that purusa was also a name of the same principle; and 
those who meditated on purusa were to accept that the purusa 
could also be designated aksara (Br. Su. III. 3. 8). “ Aksara ” 
was only “a different thought ” ( prtiiag dhl- Br. Su. Ill 3 42; 
prajnantara- Br. Su III 3. 50; upadesantara- Br. Su III. 3. 37). 
Aksara is “more powerful” ( baliyas ) than purusa because a 
majority of the combining parties believed in it; but, then, 
pwusa is also sanctioned by the Srnti ( Br. Su. III. 3. 44-45 ) 
and both are equally good as the VidyS ( Br. Su III. 3- 47 ) 
The followers of the oldest Schools were not to think that the 
attainment of purusa was that of a world ( loka- Br. Su. III. 3. 
51 ). The fourth important condition to which all had to agree 
was that about ‘‘ upasamhdia ” or “ the Rule of Collection of* 
Thoughts” (Br.Su. III. 3. 5). This was the most important and 
practical fe iture of this Syncretism. Till now, each School 
had meditated on God as He was described in ifs own indivi- 
dual text. But now a list of the thoughts on God was to be 
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prepared from the Revealed Texts of all the Schools. Each 
School was to accept what was common to all and to give to 
others what was peculiar to itself and consistent with the new 
doctrine of u aksara o r purusa.” This syncretic “Rule of Collec- 
tion’^was obligatory for the meditation on the personal aspect, 
but not for that on the impersonal, because m this latter case 
the meditator was to deny all attributes of aksara and the 
existing lists were found to contain a sufficiently exhaustive 
enumeration of these ( Br. Su. III. 3. 33 ). But if they found 
some attributes of purusa in the list of those of aksara, they were 
not to reject them out of respect for the Sruti which (respect) 
was the background of their union ( III. 3. 40 ), and if they 
wished to collect the attributes of aksara from the various 
texts, there was no objection (III. 3. 39). Even in the case of 
the meditation on purusa, it was not possible that a 
meditator could meditate on Him as possessed of all 
the atlributes m all the Revealed Texts; therefore the 
number of such attributes to be used in practical con- 
templation was not to be fixed ( III. 3. 31 ). The younger 
Schools were to make a greater sacrifice and we find that they 
did it without any o|jposition. They were asked to give up 
such attributes of purusa as would show that purusa was 
different from aksara ( Br Su. III. 3. 12). 
The Younger Upa- The SutrakSra says that pnyasirastva, 
nisadic Schools. bralimapucchatva etc. are not to be 
accepted as attributes of purusa, even 
though they are mentioned as such in the Sruti; and the 
wonder is that he finds none to oppose him. There is no 
puivapaksa on this significant step he takes. The followers of 
the EMU and the Gita, also agreed to give up the lower Nature, 
the Intellect and the Mind as the created principles in the 
evolutional series ( 1. 4. 23-28; II. 3. 15 ). This was done 
perhaps because all of them vigorously opposed the purely 
■rational SSmkhyas or perhaps because it was necessary to 
appease the VSjasaneyins and the Bahvrcs who were yet highly 
honoured by the philosophical thinkers. ( Even the L. MBh. 
contains some, descriptions of creation beginning with the Ether 
as in the Chfe and Br. Upamsads. ) 

15 
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Thus, we find that all the Upanisadic Schools agreed in 
giving up minor though important diffe* 
Formation of the rences for the purpose of forming a union 
Vedanta School: Its of all the followers of the Revealed r exts. 
First Text Book and Anew book was to be prepared. ^ The 
its First Acarya. general points of agreement were to be 

recorded in a document for the future 
guidance of all the SSkhSs who were to keep on studying their 
own svadhyaya but in the light of this agreement. The most 
important requirement was a list of the thoughts on the highest 
Being and a systematic account of the exact nature of the 
“ sadhana " and ’phala" agreeable to all the combining Schools. 
The task seems to have been handed over to BidarSyana and 
to some other renowned teachers who represented all these 
Schools. They composed a book and therein noted their views 
on the points where they differed ( Br. Su. I. 4. 21-23; IV. 3. 
7-16; IV. 4. 5-7, IV. 4. 10-12; III. 2. 41-42 ). Henceforth 
this new work ( on the teaching of Brahman as distinguished 
from Karman ) became the chief text for this united body of 
the Vedic SSkhSs, to be known now as the Vedanta 
School. 

The great sacrifices, described above, which the uniting 
parties have done, sets one to think 
Practical purpose whether the purpose that made them 
of the Union: The sink their differences was only a theore- 
Desire to oppose tical one or whether tins syncretism had 
jointly the Samkhya a practical goal. Would anybody have 
and other hostile advised the followers of the EMU and 
Schools. the Gita, under normal circumstances, to 

give up the subordination of aksara to 
purusa by abandoning some of the attributes of each of these 
about the meaning of which they had not the least doubt ? 
And would such an advice have been accepted by them if it 
had been actually given ? Do the Oldest Prose Upanisads" 
and the Earlier Metrical Upanisads show any signs of this 
union ? Is not the theory of the two Natures a formidable 
hinderance in the way of such a proposal ? If is not at all 
difficult to imagine the motive force of this union; We have 
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seen how the GitS distinguished between the two Natures and 
how the L. MBh. Aupamsadas differed from the L. MBh. 
S2mkhyas and Yogas, though all of them ( as they are found 
in the later MahabhSrata ) agreed, in a way, as regards the 
nature of the final goal. But the seed of their disunion 
and enmity is also present m the MahabhSrata. The 
SSmkhyas and the Yogas refused to accept aksara either 
as the higher Nature or as a goal by the side of the punisa 
( 1 . e. optionally to be accepted in place of punisa ) When 
later on these two Schools became more and more rationa- 
listic and introduced philosophical changes of grave signifi- 
cance, which caused them to be ranked with atheists, the 
orthodox Aupamsadas of all Sakhas found it necessary to offer 
a combined opposition to these now entirely hostile Schools. 
Perhaps some more adversaries had freshly entered the field. 
It was under these circumstances that the descendants of the 
L. MBh. Aupamsadas who never before found it necessary to 
form themselves into a combined School, who speculated in a 
variety of ways on all points except the aksara -pur usa 
doctrine, and who understood by the word Vedanta any text 
or passage of the Upamsads, formed themselves into a School 
of their own distinguished from the hostile Schools, Samkhya, 
Yoga and others. No wonder that from the beginning of the 
very first chapter, the Brahmasutras criticise the SSmkhya 
and lose no opportunity of doing the same whenever possible. 


But this achievement itself would have been extremely 
difficult, if not impossible, and the considerations, by which we 
find it to have been guided, would have been entirely defferent 
from what they really are, if the teaching of the BhagavadgitS 
had been already forgotten at the time of 
the composition of the work which is 
intended to record it. It is impossible 
to think that the third point described 
above ( p. 94 ) regarding the admission 
of the option of choice of one out of 
aksara and punisa would have suggested 
. itself or would have been accepted by 

the parties njvolved if they had not before them the correct 


Invaluable Con- 
tribution of the Gita 
Doctrine in the 
'Formation of the 
First Vedanta 
School. 
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interpretation of the EMU, the Gita and the L. MBh. Aupani- 
sada doctrines, the last of which are criticised and rejected by 
the Sutrakara. On the contrary, the fact, as I have found it, 
is that the remembrance of the 'a ks a ra~ 
and -purusa doctrine of the Gita (Bh Gi. 
XII. 1-5) had exceedingly facilitated 
the task of the author of the Sutras who 
only transformed it into into an ak$ara-or-purusa 
doctrine. The boldness which the Sutrakara shows in reject- 
ing those attributes of purusa which conveyed its distinction 
from aksara (see p. 113 above) is unparalleled m the works of 
any of the Acaryas whose only recourse was an hair-splitting 
method of interpretation' whenever they had to meet a passage 
contrary to what they taught. The Sutrakara could do what 
he has done, because he was sure of the support of those for 
whom he did it. (In this respect the Sutrakara is more reliable 
than the Acaryas in the matter of the interpretation of the 
texts with which we are concerned.) In brief, the interpreta- 
tion of the Sutras offered in this Thesis will, it is hoped, show 
that the unique success which they achieved in their aim of 
combining all Aupanisadas against the purely rational Schools 
and giving the Vedanta texts a System called Vedanta 
Darsana, was greatly due to the teaching of the Bhagavadgita.J 
Therefore, the inclusion of the Brahmasutras in the present 
Dissertation as an evidence for the meaning of the term aksata 
will not be considered out of place. 


* Sankara actually said that pi iyasirastva, bmhmapucchatva, 
etc. refer to the “amndah atind” who is the dnandamaya 
kosa ( £>S. Bha, Br. Su. I. 1. 19). 

X Does not Bh. Gi. XIII. 4 which may be a later interpolation 
in the Gita, refer to the diversity ( bahudha ) of the aksara- 
purusa doctrine in the EMU, m the Gita and, in the 
Brahmasutras ? This Thesis has also produced ample 
evidence to show that ksetra ( Bh. Gi. XIII ) was a term for 
aksata and therefore ksetrajna a term for puru^d. 



RETROSPECT. 


In the R g v e d a, the oldest literary monument of 
Aryan culture, we read already in those few hymns which 
herald the dawn of philosophy, that it is in reality but one 
being ( ekatn sat ) named differently which is addressed 
in the hymns to the various deities (I. 164. 46); and that, before 
the world was created, “without air that one breathed 
by its own power; for there was not beyond it anything 
whatever" (X. 129. 2). 

Later, the Oldest Prose Upanisads 
taught as their highest metaphysical principle either aksara 
only, i. e., the ( impersonal ) Immutable or only purusa the 
“Person” : it, or he, respectively, was declared to be “ one 
only without a second ” ( ekam eva a-dvitiyam-Cha.. Up. 
VI. 2. 1 ). 

After that, we find in Chapter I of Mundaka Upanisad a 
first attempt at reconciling the impersonal and the personal 
/■(yen dk^aram purusam veda satyam I. 2. 13); but the prevailing 
view in the Age of these Earlier Metrical Upani- 
sads is the one expressed m Mu. Up. II and III, placing 
piuusa above aksara (Mu. Up. II. 1. 2; Pra. Up. V. 5, 7; Ka. 
Up. III. 11). In the Svet&vatara Upanisad this is summarized 
as follows ’• Brahma (not Brahman) is the one threefold being 
(tnvidham braJmiani), viz., a triad ( not three ! ) consisting of 
the individual soul, the Immutable, and the Person, called here 
(I. 12), respectively, the Enjoyer, the Enjoyable, and the Inciter 
’ (or Lord in I. 8); the Immutable (i e., the “Highest Immutable”; 
Sve. Up. IV. 8) being again twofold (V. 1) in so far as it has the 
unconscious Matter (the Manifest, Mutable, pradhdna, avidya) 
as its periodical manifestation and is yet persisting as the 
Unmanifest,* Immortal, Immutable, Light, Self, Knowledge 
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(avyakta, amrta , aksara, haras , atman, vidya ) (I. 8, 10; V. 1). 
The Svet5£vatara Upanisad, then, taught a triad foreshadowing 
a future tetrad .* 

The Bhagavad gits taught the very same doctrine, 
only with some new names, speaking of two Unmamfest ones 
or Natures (VIII. 20, VII. 5), viz., a higher one ( aksara , mahad 
brahman) and a lower one ( ksara , brahman) (XV. 16; XIV. 3; 
VIII. 3-4; III. 15; V 10} of which the latter periodically 
emerges from the former (IX.7; III. 1 5); and we may suppose 
that its teaching the lower Unmamfest to produce the manifest 
universe (VIII. 18-19) is also in agreement with Sve. Up., as is 
undoubtedly its regarding the personal ( pmusa ) as higher than 
the impersonal ( aksara ) and yet not a distinct entity from it : 
they are not two, though they are not one either; 1 . e., they are 
so to speak, an internal difference only ( svagata bheda) of 
one and the same being. 

This doctrine we find agam practically unchanged with 
the Mah ibhSrata Aupanisadas: they called 
the lower Nature (1), aksara (2), and purnsa (3), the Twenty- 
fourth, the Twentyfifth and the Twentysixth respectively and 
said(MBh. XII. 217. 1): “He who does not know the tetrad 
does not know the Supreme Brahman” (tin sa veda param 
brahma yo na veda catustayam; XII. 2 17. 1), where the four 
are : (1) vyakta; (2) avyakta or amrta pada XII. 217. 2), 
(3 ) puiusa (XII. 217. 6), and (4) d eh in, The embodied soul 
(XII. 2i7. 12). But we see also another and, evidently, later 
School of the MahSbharata Aupanisadas preparing already the 
ground for future developments by finding it necessary to 
explain — which was not really different, apart from its being 
expressly stated, from the view of both Sve. Up. and 
Bh. Gi. — that the two Natures are one and aksara and punisa 
are one in that in either case the one is the “place” of the other 
(i tatsthatvat , XII. 318. 56. 78). 


* This becomes quite clear, if we restore, as Prof. Schra- 
,der suggests, the strange reading supratisthak$aram ca in Sv. 
'Up. I. 7 to supratistham k$aram ca. 
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The Samkhyas and the Yogas of the 
MahSbhSrata then actually did away with the theory 
of the two Natures, but in a different manner. 

(1) The Samkhyas abolished the aksara or 
the ’higher Nature by simply distributing its altnbut- s among 
the lower, i. e., their only Nature, and the Twentysixth of the 
Aupanisadas whom they accepted as their Twentyfifth. [ This 
was the origin of the dualism of Spirit and Matter which we 
find as an accomplished fact in the Classical SSmkhya. ] 

(2) The Rudrite Yogas, while accepting 
the Samkhya Twentyfourth (and rejecting the higher Nature), 
could not admit the Samkhya puru$a who was both Jiva and 
Islvara, for they (i. e. these Yogas) wanted a highest principle 
which was absolutely beyond bondage and liberation, 1 . e., 
had not even the semblance of being somehow (temporarily), 
viz., by creation etc., contaminated by the Prakrti. Thus, they 
believed m two principles instead of the one purusa of the 
Samkhyas, viz., the Twentyfifth, who was for them 
only a kind of world-soul, and the Twentysixth, 
the Parmatman, who was placed above the Twentyfifth and 
the Twentyfourth (Prakrti) and who was the absolutely tran- 
scendent, yel personal, highest being. [Thus, and not on the 
basis of an atheistic Samkhya, has evolved the idea of a 
personal highest God m the Yoga System.] Tins School, 
then, may be looked upon as having evolved from the (like- 
wise Rudrite) Sveta^vatara Upanisad. For, its two Atmans are the 
two “friends” in Sve. Up. IV. 6-7. But in Sve. Up. the boundary 
between the two is still constantly obliterated; it has still 
a conscious prakrti and its “Lord” is still, though not 
bhoktr, yet karh as regards creation etc., (V. 3; VI. 3-4), 

(3) The Hiranyagarbha Yogas were at 
one with the Rudrite Yogas as regards their Twentyfourth 
’and Twentyfifth, but went beyond them by positing an 
impersonal Twentysixth which they called aksara. 
This aksara, then, was like that of the Oldest Prose Upanisads 
deprived of both its personality (cf. Br. Up. III. 8. 9) and 
materiality, the former being reserved for their Twentyfifth, 
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and the latter for their Twenty fourth. This is the acme of 
metaphysical abstraction reached in the MahSbhSrata. 

In all of these three Schools the Twentyfifth engaged 
(either really or apparently) in creation, etc., and transmigration 
etc., had so far been only one, who either had (as in the 
case of the Yogas) or had not (as with the SSmkhyas) a higher 
principle above him, and the empirical plurality of individuals 
must have been for them but a phenomenon of Nature, if they 
cared at all to explain it. We can understand this attitude if 
we realise that it was a Herculean task for Indian thinkers to 
free themsehes from the grip of the ancient Aupanisada 
tradition with its one and only Atman. It is a great pity, 
therefore, that the Mahabharata has not preserved for us one or 
two documents showing the rise of the theory of 
plurality of souls. We are merely confronted, in 
one of ihe latest chapters of the Santiparvan ( 350. 1 fll.) with 
the fact that both theSSmkhyas and the Yogas 
had meanwhile taken to it, i. e., to the doctrine of one 
real highest soul and many empirical individual ones. [ For 
the Sfimkhyas now only one more step remained to be taken, 
viz., that of abolishing the purusa, just as formerly they 
had abolished the higher Nature, and establishing a real 
plurality of souls, but that is not heard of yet in the 
MahSbharata; it came later, when Buddhism spread and 
atheism became fashionable.] 

Some time after the origin of these three Schools, came 
the Mahabharata PSficaritras who rather 
developed the religion (dharma) of the BhagavadgitS, their 
most venerable authority : they emphasised the oneness ot 
aksara and purusa and did not allow either Matter or soul to 
be a distinct entity from it, but looked upon the former as 
periodically created and withdrawn and upon the latter also 
as emerging from and returning into their ‘“source” the Purusa. 
In spite of this they did not renounce the svagatabheda stand- 
point of the Gita, but spoke of an innate power of the Purusa 
which they called his Vidya ( and which was later identified 
with Visnu’s wife Laksm! ) and also of the souls as somehow 
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being parts of God and continuing as such even during the 
period of cosmic rest. This, then, is the strictest monism 
taught in the MahSbhSrata. 

And, finally, Bad irayana, the author ( or reviser ? ) of the 
Brallm isutras, substituted the MihabhSrata Pancar&tra view 
of the oneness of aksara and puntsa by his teaching that the 
same Supreme Being called para “ the Highest ” is to be 
meditated upon as aksara o r purusa. 

But, while m BadrSyana’s Sutras (and also m the systems 
of the Vaisnavite AcSryas) the abandoned ancient position 
( of purusa being higher than aksara ) is still to some extent 
recognizable, even the traces of the latter will be found to have 
disappeared when we turn to the works of his most renowned 
successor, SankarScarya. 

Thus it has happened that the history of aksara has 
become what it has been called by us : a forgotten chapter. 
It undoubtedly covers a very long period when again and 
over again those very questions were asked which are echoed 
in the motto of this Thesis. The history of Indian Philosophy 
must, indeed, have essentially been for many centuries the 
history of aksara. 
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APPENDIX I. 


Interpretation of the Upanisads. 

Scholars may want a more detailed demonstration of the 
right claimed by the author of this Thesis to use the Upa- 
nisads in the way he has done. He, therefore, submits to 
them the following translation of, and notes on, those passages 
of the Upanisads which testify most unambiguously to the 
correctness of his view of aksara and at the same time can 
be shown to be in full agreement, in this respect, with his 
second source on aksara, the BhagavadgitS. 

A. — Mundaka Upamsad. 

1. Mu. Up. II. 1. 1-2. 

(1) The following is the truth: Just as from a well-kindled 
fire sparks rise m thousands all alike, so, O gentle one, are the 
various things born of the Immutable and return into the same. 

(2) That divine, formless purusa is both outside and inside, 
unborn, without breath, without a mind, shining, higher than 
the highest Immutable (ak$amt paratali parah ). 

Notes : — 

1. These verses make it quite clear that the Mundaka 
Upanisad distinguishes between aksara and purusa and places 
the latter above the former, as does the GitS (e. g. in XV. 
16-18). 

• 2 It should, however, be noticed that this passage of the 

Upanisad (II. 1. ljdescnbes all things as originating from the 
Immutable. We know that m the Gita also, the higher 
Nature is said to be either the origin of all beings (e. g. Bh. Gi. 
VII. 6, XIV. 4), or the origin of the lower Nature which is the 
direct origin of all begins (Bh. Gi. VIII 20-21, III. 14-15). 
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2. Mu. Up. III. 2. 8. 

Just as the flowing rivers disappear into the ocean, 
having abandoned name and form, so the knower totally freed 
from name and form reaches the divine purusa higher than 
the Highest ( pat at param purusam). 

Notes - 

1. Pumsa in this verse can be no other than pu)usa above 
the highest Immutable in Mu. Up. II. 1. 2. 

3. Mu. Up. I. 1. 7-9. 

(7) Just as the spider creates and takes [ back ], just as 
herbs rise up on the earth, just as the hairs on the head and 
the hairs on the body (appear) from the living man, so does 
every thing here rise from ‘the Immutable’ (aksara). 

(8) The [lower] bialiman develops on account of tap ns, 
from that is the food born; from food, breath, mind, truth 
( satya), words, and, in the rites, ‘the Immortal’ ( amrtcim .) 

(9) From that [atman] who is omniscient, who knows all, 
whose tapas consists of knowledge, is bom this [ lower ] 
brahman , name, form, and food. 

Notes : — 

1. The use of the masculine forms in I. 1. 9 should not 
lead us to suppose that the last verse is a later interpolation, 
because aksara alma ( Pr. Up. IV. 9 ) or aksarah purnsah 
(Mu. Up. I. 2. 13), or rather simply atma (see dtind in Mu’. 
Up. II. 2. 5, and notes on Sve. Up. I. 7—12) could have been 
understood by the author of the Upamsad as the subject 
possessed of omniscience and other attributes mentioned in 
this Sruti. The occurrence of these masculine expressions in 
the sense of the impersonal Immutable shows nothing else than 
that though the idea in the mind of these writers was an 
impersonal one, they believed themselves to be entitled to make* 
use of words that were of the masculine gender. Even in the 
oldest Uparnsads like the Rr. Up atma is the word used for 
what is described only negatively, e g. Br Up. III. 9. 26. In 
the present instance, brahman is said to be the effect of the 
Immutable at cording to the interpretation we hive proposed, 
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and this conclusion is justified by Bh. Gi. III. 15 {brahni dksa- 
rasamudbhavam). So brahman in Mu. Up. I. 1. 9 means the 
lower Nature. Moreover the expression ‘yah sarvc jiiah san avid' 
(in 1. 1. 9) is the same as m II. 2. 7 where undoubtedly it refers 
to aksara (see notes on ciiman under Sve. Up. 1. 7-12). The 
author of the Brahmsutras clearly says that atman, Brahman, 
etc. are words used both for aksara and purusa (Br. Su. III. 
3. 52; see App. IV). 

2. As already said, brahman in 1. 1. 9 is the lower Nature, 
because it is the effect of the Immutable. This follows also 
from the fact that it is said to be ‘ growing ’ ‘ gathering ’ or 
1 developing ‘ ( ciyate ) through iapas (I. 1. 8 ). 

3. That aksara in this passage is of the same nature as 
that of the Bhagavadgita is proved by the similarity of the 
attributes mentioned in Mu. Up. I. 1. 6 and those in Gita 
XII. 2-3. 

4. That the Immutable is said to be the goal in Mu. Up. 
II. 2. 3, while elsewhere in the same Upamsad, e. g. in III. 2. 8 
puinsa is said to be the goal, is no obstacle to our interpre- 
tation, because in the days of the Mundaka Upamsad both 
aksara and pin usa were regarded as goals, as we find in the 
case of the Bhagavadgita. 

4. Mu. Up. I. 2. 13. 

To him who had properly approached [ him ], whose 
mind was tranquil and who possessed control ( of the senses ), 
that knower ( of Brahman ) proclaimed in truth that Lore of 
Brahman so that he could know the real ‘Immutable-purusa’ 
( aksara purusa ). 

Note : — 

1 Aksara puntsa mentioned here, seems to be a crude 
attempt to explain the relation of aksaia and purusa. The 
oldest Upamsads use both these terms separately, e. g. aksaia 
in Br. Up. III. 8. 8-11, and piiiasa in Cha. Up. III. 32. 6, and 
Br. lip. Ill 9. 26 Each word denotes the highest reality 
known to the Upamsad. Both these words are placed together 
in the present passage: this seems to have been done conscio- 
usly m order to reconcile the impersonal and the personal con- 
ceptions about the highest truth referied to above. The authors 
of the Earlier Metrical Upamsadas found that in the Oldest 
Prose Upahisads, sometimes, aksara was taught, and at other 
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times purusa was taught, as is the case in the passages just 
mentioned. They were not confronted with an Aupamsada 
School teaching aksara and purusa as two philosophical 
principles, as was actually the case with the author of the Bra- 
hmasutras who had before him the Mahabharata Aupamsada 
School. So, the EMU try to reconcile the conception o£ the 
impersonal with that of the personal m Br. Up. and Cha. Up., 
but were not concerned with that spiritual dualism which was 
itself the result of the EMU and the Gita. Thus, the first section 
of the Mundaka Upan.sad seems to be earlier than the other 
two sections, because this effort to reconcile aksara and purusa 
( in Mu. Up. I ) is less successful than the same m II and III 
where the impersonal aksara ( e. g. in II. 1. 2, III. 1. 3 and 
III. 2. 1, 8 ) is clearly placed below the personal purusa. The 
expression ' aksara purusa ’ betrays the author’s intention to 
convey the idea of the impersonal Immutable only, because 
he uses the simple term aksaia in Mu. Up. I. 1. and refers to 
tapas and siaddhii in I. 2. 11 which is evidently based upon 
Cha. Up. V. 10. 1-2. Both these Upamsadic passages describe 
the paths of gods and Pitrs. Cha. Up. V. 10. 1-2 mentions 
the impersonal Brahman as the goal of devaydna, so it is 
quite prob ible that the Mu. Up. passage which draws upon 
that older text has the same goal m view. The words like 
brahmaloka ( Mu. Up. I. 2. 6 ) and amrta purusa in Mu. Up. 

I. 2. 11 also point to the same. The expression aksara purusa 
is like the expression aksara atuwn in Pr. Up. IV. 9, which 
though masculine refers to the impersonal reality described in 
Pr. Up IV. 10. The Immutable is designated as aksara put usa 
also in Bh. Gi. XV. 16: “ 'J here are these two purusas in the 
world, viz., the Mutable and the Immutable but 'the Gita 
does so, because it calls the purusa (of Mu. Up.) “ purusoltama ” 
( Bh. Gi. XV. 18 ). 

Conclusion : — 

1. The Immutable in the Mu. Up. is the Impersonal 
One ( I. 1. 6 ) as in Bh. Gi. XII. 3-4. 

2. It is below purusa, e. g. in II. 1. 2, III. 1. 2, III. 2. 8, 
as m Bh. Gi. XV. 16-18. 

3. It is an independent goal just like the purusa (1. 1. 5), 
as m Bh. Gi. XII. 1, VIII. 10. 

4. It can be called aksara ( I. 1. 5, 7; II. 1. 2; II. 2. 2 ), 
attnan ( possibly in I. 1. 9, II. 2. 5 ), aksara purusa (I. 2. 13), 
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amrta putusa ( I. 2. 11 ), Brahman ( III. 1. 3 ), yom ( with 
reference to purusa ) ( III. 1.3), yoni of all beings (I. 1.6), 
sukra ( III. 2. 1 ), biahmadhama ( III. 2. 2, 4 ). 

5. From it, biahman or the lower Nature is "born” 
( I. 1*. 8-9 ). 

6. Specially noteworthy is the fact that in Mu. Up. 1. 2. 
we have an earlier effort to reconcile the impersonal and 
personal principles of Br. Up. and Cha. Up. than the one in 
Mu. Up. II. 1. 1-2. 

B. — Prasna Upanisad. 

Sections IV and V of the Prasna Upamsad mention the 
Immutable ( aksara ) and purusa respectively, and, as we shall 
see presently, distinguish between the two, placing purusa 
above aksara. 

1. Pr. Up. IV. 9-11. 

( 9 ) For he, who sees, touches, hears, smells, tastes, 
fancies, knows, and acts, he is the person of the nature of 
knowledge ( vijmmdtind purusali ), [ and ] he has his stand in 
the highest Immutable Self ( pare s ksare atmam ). 

(10) He, indeed, who knows the Immutable ( aksara ) 
which is without shadow, without a body, without blood, and 
radiant, O gentle one, he, who knows this Immutable, reaches 
none else than the highest Immutable. He becomes omni- 
scient and all— [ embracing ]. For that the following verse 
( is the authority ]. 

(11) He who knows that Immutable in which the know- 
ledge-self ( vijndnatma ), along with all the gods (i. e. senses), 
and all the vital airs and elements find rest — such a one having 
become omniscient, O gentle one, has certainly entered every- 
thing. 

Notes : — 

1. The person of the nature of knowledge ( vijndnatma 
purusah ) is the Jiva ( individual soul ) in whom all senses and 
all objects of. sense rest during the dreamless sleep ( Pr. 
Up. IV. 6-7 > 
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2. The expression paia aksara dftnan (in verse IV. 9) for 
the highest Immutable, which is more complex than the usual 
word aksara (e.g. in Mu. Up. I. 1. 5) miy be compared with 
the similar expression aksara purusa, 1 the Immutable purusa 
for the same, used m Mu Up. I. 2. 13. aee pp. 125-i2o). 

3. The description of the Immutable in verse 10 makes 
it quite clear that para aksiraatman in the previous verse is 
to be identified with the aksara of the Bhagavadgita ( see e. g. 
XII. 2-5 ). 

4. Verse 11 makes the sense of vijnanatma purusah in 
verse 9 quite clear. He is accompanied by the senses, the 
vital airs and the elements. He can be none else but the Jiva. 

2. Pr. Up. V. 2, 5, 7. 

(2) Indeed, O SatyakSma, that which is the Syllable 
‘Om’ is the Higher and the Lower Brahman ( param c aparam 
ca brahma ). Therefore the knower obtains either of the two 
( ekataram ) by this same resort ( viz., the Syllable Om ). 

XXX 

(5) But he who meditates on the Supreme putusa 
( parama purusa ) by means of this very Syllable, viz., ‘ Om ’ 
consisting of three parts, joins the Light, viz., the Sun. He 
being free from sin, just as the serpent is freed from slough, 
is carried by the SSma-hymns to the world of Brahman ( i. e. 
to the Immutable ). From this [ world ] replete with Life ( or 
from this solid Mass of Liie-Jlvaghana ), he sees purusa, higher 
than the Highest, residing in the City ( parat param punsayam 
purusam ). Regarding this, the following two verses are 
[ the authority ]. 

Xxx 

(7) He obtains this [human] world by means of the 
Rg-verses, the world of the atmosphere through the Yajus- 
verses, and through SSmans he obtains that [ Immutable ] 
which the Wise proclaim. He, who knows what is quiet, 
without old age, immortal, without fear, and the Highest 
( para ) obtains Him even by the same resort viz., the Syllable 
‘ Om ’ [ meditated upon as an entire Syllable J. ' 
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Notes : — 

1. The conception of the Higher and Lower Brahman 
of this Upanisad is very important. Sentences 3 and 4 of this 
section describe how the meditator on one and two parts 
( ekamatra and dvimatra) of the Syllable ‘Ora’, obtains the human 
world and the world of the moon. (Apparently these worlds are 
not to be counted as Brahman.) The world of the moon is the 
world from which the soul returns, according to V. 4. The 
sentence (V. 5), therefore, describes the world from which there 
is no return. This world is said to be the Brahman-world 
( brahmaloka ). And the man who meditates on all the three parts 
cf the Syllable ( i. e. who meditates on the Syllable ‘ Om ’ as 
consisting of three parts, but not as a single Syllable, see 
note 9 below ), goes to it after having joined [ the rays of ] 
the Light viz., the Sun. The description ( vininnuktam etc. 
in V. 5 ) shows that this man is the liberated soul. Therefore, 
this must be the Lower Brahman ( aparam brahma ) mentioned 
m verse V. 2. This is “ one of the two (goals)” stated in this 
Sruti (V. 2). The phrase pardt param (V. 5) is an epithet of 
the purusa “ who is higher than this Mass of Life which is the 
Highest ( etnsmaj jlvaghandt pardt param ).” This interpreta- 
tion is supported by the description of the purusa in the 
Mundaka Upanisad. There we read: the Brahman-knower 
being freed from ‘ name and form ’ reaches the divine purusa 
higher than the Highest (Mu. Up. III. 2. 8). 

2. Brahmaloka in this passage is 'the Immutable aksara', 
because (a) as pointed out in the note to the previous verse, 
according to this Upanisad there is no return from this Brah- 
man-world, return being possible only if the meditator goes to 
the world of the moon as said in sentence 3 of this section; (b) 
it is said here that the liberated soul “ sees ” the purusa from 
this Brahman-world; no text tells us that one can “ see ” the 
purusa from the world of BrahmS otherwise called Prajapati; 
(c) even some of the Upanisads distinguish between the Brah- 
man-world, l. e. the Immutable, and the world of PrajSpati, 
e. g. Kau. Up. I. 3, m which brahmaloka can only mean the 
Immutable; as the question of return and non-return is here 
(»m Pra. Up. V) discussed according as the soul reaches the 
Moon or the Sun, we can associate this passage with Kau. Up. 
I. 3 where the same topic is met with; and (d) lastly this 
Brahman-world is said to be jlvaghana, a solid Mass of Life; 
the soul that is “bound” including even BrahmS could not 
have been so ’called. The idea of ‘ jlvasama$h ’ as the mter- 

17 
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pretation of jlvaghana is not acceptable because that idea is 
not known to the EMU and because “ jlvaghana ” is not diffi- 
cult to be explained, if we look to the literature of the Age of 
the EMU. This term “ jlvaghana ” means the same as is 
called prajhanaghana “ Mass of Consciousness ” in Br. Up. IV. 
5. 13 and in M&ndukya Up. 5, and “ jlvablnlla prakrti’\ the 
Life-element m Bh. Gi. VII. 5, and “jlva atman ” in ChS. 
Up. VI. 3. 2. ( see Ch. IV. p. 102 ). In Ch2. Up. VIII. 3. 2. 
( brahmaloka means aksara the “ Immutable so also in 
ChS. Up. VIII. 4. 1-3, Vill. 5. 3-4 and in Br Up. IV. 3, 32. 

3. It should also be emphasised that the liberated soul is 
here said to see purusa trom the world of the Immutable, 
so that it is not meant here that the soul reaches the purusa by 
meditation on Him through the syllable ‘Om’ conceived 
of as consisting of three parts. 

4. The world described as ‘ what the Wise ( kavayah - 
cf. Ka. Up. Ill 14) proclaim/ is the Brahman-world of V. 5 
or “ the Lower Brahman ” of V. 2, because both of these are 
said to be reached through the Saman-hymns. And this 
description of the Brahman-world also ]ustifies my interpreta- 
tion of the term biahmaloka in V. 5. So, the expression “ the 
Lower Brahman ” has got quite a different meaning trom what 
Sankara would explain it to be. 

5. Now, there should be no doubt regarding the expla- 
nation of “Him” (V. 7c), because this word stands for purusa 
who is mentioned in V. S. Verse 7 is a quotation intended to 
explain sentence 5 ( see note 8 below). 

6. As it is said that even by the syllable ‘Om’ the Brah- 
man-knower reaches purusa ; it follows that ‘Om’ in this case 
is not conceived of as a syllable consisting of three parts, 
but as a self-complete single mystic 
symbol. This idea seems to be similar to that in the Bh. 
Gi. VIII. 13. ‘Even’ ( eva in V.7c-d ) is significant tn this 
connection. 

7. ‘The quiet one’ and the other epithets refer undoubt- 
edly to aksara. It is not unusual to describe the Immutable in 
these terms (see santatman in Ka Up. III. 13 )'. Moreover, 
param ‘the Highest’ mentioned here is to be distinguished 
from paiat param ‘the higher than the Highest’, the attribute 
of purusa in one of the sentences here (V. 5). 
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8. ‘Him’ (in V. 7c) must refer to purusa as distinguished 
from the impersonal aksara conveyed here by the neuter 
pronouns ‘ yat ’ and 1 tat ’. This purusa is the one whom the 
liberated soul “sees” from the Brahman-world (V. 5). 

9. The exact literal sense of this last verse must be 
noted. It states that one who knows aksara attains to pimtsa 
by means of the syllable “Om”. This idea follows also from 
two verses in Rh Gi. viz., VIII. 12, wheieitis said that ‘he, 
who, repeating the Brahman consisting of the one syllable 
viz.. ‘Om’ and remembering me, departs leiving off his body 
reaches the highest goal’, and XII. 4 which says: ‘Those who 
meditate on aksara being attached to the good of all creatures, 
reach none but me’. This also agrees with Tai. Up. II. 1, 
which says ‘The knower of Brahman obtains what is beyond 
[ it ]’ (see also Bh. Gi. XVI II. 53-55 and XII. 4-5). 

Conclusion : — 

1. So, according to Pradna Upamsad IV and V, the 
Immutable ( aksara ) is impersonal and can be described 
negatively (Pr. Up. IV. 10, V. 7d), as is also the case in Bh. 
Gi. XII. 3-4. 

2. It is also called (a) para aksara atman 1 the Highest 
Immutable Atman’ (Pr. Up. IV. 9-11, the term atman being 
used here without a reference to the self), (b) ‘apara brahman’ 
the Lower Brahman, in contrast with the purusa who is - 
called * para brahman' the Higher Brahman (Pr. Up. V. 2), (c) 
‘brahmaloka' the Brahman-world, (d) ‘ jivaghana’ a solid Mass 
of Life (Pr. Up. V. 5), meaning the same as jlvablnlta para, 
prakrti in Bh. Gi. VII. 5, and (e) ‘that which the Wise pro- 
claim ” ( yat tat kavayo vedayante-Pr. Up. V. 7 ). 

3: The purusa is higher than it ( parat param purisayam 
puru^am Iksaie-V. 5). 

C. — Svetasvaiara Upam^ad. 

* - , 

From the standpoint of terminology, this Upamsad is 
later than the two already examined. Two passages m it are 
specially important for our inquiry and will, therefore, be dis- 
cussed here in extenso, viz., I. 7-9 and V. 1. 
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t. S>ve. Up. I. 7-12. 

(7) This is the Supreme Brahman ( paramam brahma ) 
celebrated in song. The three therein are well established 
and imperishable ( aksara ). The Brahman-knowers having 
known the distinction between these are merged into Brahman, 
being devoted to it and freed from [ all ] forms of existence. 

(8) The Lord ( isa ) maintains ( bharate ) this all, the 
combined Mutable ( ksara ) and Immutable ( aksara ), the 
Manifest and the Unmanifest ( vyaktavyaktam ). And the 
Atman, the not-Lord ( anlsa ), is “bound” because of his being 
the enjoyer ( blioktr ), and is released from all bonds after 
having known the divine One. 

('?) The knower ( jha ) and the not-knower ( ajiia ), the 
Lord and the not-Lord, are both “unborn”. The one “female 
unborn” is associated with the enjoyer and the objects of 
enjoyment. And the infinite Atman is “ of the form of the all ” 
( visvampa ) and, indeed, no Agent. It is [ the attainment of ] 
Brahma, when one attains these three. 

(10) The Mutable {ksara) is the First Evolver ( pra- 
dhana)', and the Immortal, the Immutable ( ainrtaksaram ) 
is the Light ( haras ). Over the Mutable and the [Immutable] 
diman, the One God rules. Through meditation on him, 
through applying oneself to him and [ thus ] becoming com- 
pletely of his nature ( tatlvdbhavat, bhuyali ) at the end [ there 
results ] the cessation of all deceit ( visvamdyd ). 

(11) For him who has known God [ there follows ] the 
relinquishment of all fetters, the cessation of birth and death 
because of the troubles being removed. Through meditation 
on him, [ he gains ] the third [ of the triad ] on the loss of the 
body [ and thus ] all-Lordliness ( vtsvaisvarya ). He is then 
absolute ( kevala ) and has achieved all desires. 

(12) This [ triad ] should be known as contained eter- 
nally in the Atman, since nothing higher remains to be known 
for him who has known the Enjoyer ( bhoktr ), the Enjoyable 
( bhogya ) and the Prompter ( pretitr ); this is the entire Three- 
fold Brahma which has been proclaimed. 



133 


Notes 

1. The technical use of ‘ aksara ’ in the sense of the 
Immutable should be distinguished from the ordinal y sense of 
the word, viz., imperishable. 

* 2. Verse 8 gives the explanation of the ‘three’ mentioned 
in the previous verse. They are (1) the Mutable and the 
Immutable combined together ( samyahta ) and thus forming 
one of the three, (2) the Lord ( Isa ) and (3) the not-Lord 
( anlsa ) i.e. the Jiva. 

3. If Sve. Up. I. 7b be interpreted to mean “ The three 
are well established and are imperishable therein ”, then the 
three should be necessarily understood as (1) the Mutable, (2) 
the Immutable and (3) the not-Lord, the Supreme Brahman 
being the Lord ( Isa ) himself. In that case, verse 7 would 
regard also the Mutable ( ksara ) as an imperishable ( aksara ) 
principle, along with the Immutable and the Jiva An expla- 
nation of this is found in £>ve. Up. V. I ( see note 2 on Sve. 
Up. V. I ). 

4. It should be noted here that the Mutable is called the 
Manifest and the Immutable the Unmanifest ( avyakta ). These 
terms are also used in the Gita e.g. in VIII. 18-21 ( see App. 
II). This use of the teim avyakta for aksara is a later one. 
The older Upanisads, e.g. the Mundaka and the Prasna, do 
not use it. They use the word ‘ aksara ’ which is met with in 
the BrhadSranyaka Upanisad, e.g. m III. 8.8 ( see note 13 
below ). The explanation of the Immutable as the Unmamfest 
in contrast with that of ksara as the Manifest shows that aksara 
cannot be here interpreted as the Jiva. This, also, follows 
from the fact that the not-Lord is one of the imperishable 
three, along with the Immutable also (see notes 2-3 above). 

5. The distinction between the Immutable and the Lord 
is here definitely stated as that between the ruled and the ruler 
or the sustained and the sustainer ( bharate in verse 8 ). 

6. The first half of verse 8 finds an exact parallel in Bh. 
Gi. XV.16-18. The Upamsadic words bharate and Isa should 

. be compared with bibharti and Isvara in the Gita. The author 
of the Brahmastdras makes ‘sustenance’ sambhrti a distinct 
attribute of purusa ( Br. Su. III. 3. 23; App. IV ). 

7. As distinct from ‘the ruled’ i.e. the Immutable and 
the Mutably,’ and ‘the ruler’ the Lord, the Jiva is called ‘the 
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not-ruler’. It should be noticed that he is here not counted 
as one of the ruled. The statement that the not-ruler Atman 
is “bound" through his characteristic as an enjoyer may be 
compared with Bli. Gi, XIII. 20-22 (see also Sve. U. IV. 5-7). 

8. The one “unborn female" is the higher Nature or. the 
Immutable because only the Immutable can be said to be united, 
on the one hand, with ‘the enjoyer’ the Jiva and, on the other, 
with ‘the objects of enjoyment’ which would constitute the 
Mutable, and because the Mutable is here ‘the First Evolver’ 
pradhana and ‘the Immutable’ ( aksara ) is said to be ‘the 
Immortal’ amrla which ultimately means the same as aja 
‘unborn’ ( see \erse 10 ). 

9. Thus, the three in verse 9 are the three unborn, viz., 
the Jiva, the higher Nature and the infinite Atman or the Lord. 
Verse 8 includes the Mutable along with the Immutable, but 
the triad is essentially the same in both the verses. 

10. Verse 9 describing the infinite Atman or the Lord 
as ‘of the form of the all’ (visvanlfra) means that the Mutable 
and the Immutable which constitute ‘the all’, are contained 
in the Lord (see verse 8). 

11. The word amt la in verse I. 10 a is the one which is 
used as a synonym of aksara, the Immutable. It is so used in 
the oldest Upamsads as well as in those which can be histori- 
cally assigned to the same period as the SvetSsvatara Upamsad, 
e. g. “This is the Immutable, this is the Immortal, the Fearless 
(Cha. Up. I. 4. 4); “ It alone is the Bright (sukram), it is 
Brahman, it alone is designated the Immortal” (Katha Up. 

V. 8., VI. l); see also Mundaka Up. II, 2. 2, 11 and Katha Up. 

VI. 17 (see note 1 on Sve. Up. V. 1). 

12. The word haras (as Prof. Schrader points out to me) 
has been identified with Greek ihcros “heat [of the summer]” and 1 
traced back, together with ghrna , gharma, etc., to the root ghr. 
Besides in the Rgveda it also occurs in Yajurveda (Taitt. Samh. 
and Brahm.) to which the Sve. Up. is said to belong. It is. 
used especially for “energy” as of the eye or of a horse (cf. 
harasvm “fiery”, “energetic”), and thus may be looked upon as 
a synonym of iejas and a precursor of the later term sakti. For 
tejas in the sense of a higher prnkrti compare e. g.jCha. Up. VI. 
2. 3, 8. 4-6, 15. 2; Pra. Up. IV. 6. 
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13. The explanation of the Mutable as pradhana ‘the 
First Evolver’ is very important. Pradhana is here said to be 
ksara (the Mutable) because in the days of the Earlier Metri- 
cal Upanisads (e. g. Mu. Up. I. 1. 9) and even later m Bh. GL 
(III. 1 5) and MBh. (see Ch 1. Section 1) the Aupanisada 
School thought the Nature (i. e. their lower Nature) to be an 
effect of the higher Nature viz., aksara. The Mutable js not 
the Intellect and the other elements produced from the Intel- 
lect, but prakrh ‘the lower Nature’ itself including all its 
effects (and capable of becoming manifest and therefore) 
called the Manifest ( vyakta ) in contrast with the Unmanifest 
(avyakta), the designation of the Immutable (Sve I. 8). The 
Svetasvatara Upamsad seems to be the earliest to use the 
term" avyakta". It is absent m the Ch&.,Br., Mu., Pr. Upanisads. 
It occurs only once m Sve. Up. while thrice in Katha Up., 
though both of these are of equal length. As we shall see later 
on, the history of avyakta is the history of some centuries of 
Indian philosophy. Here it should be noted that, the S>ve. Up. 
which explains both pradhana and vyakta as ksara, has got a 
more primitive conception r f avyakta than the Gita which 
speaks of all manifestations (vyaktayah ) as born of avyakta 
(which stands there for pradhana) and of the latter as ‘ lower 
than’ another avyakta (which is ‘ aksara avyakta’ of the Sve. Up.) 
(Bh. Gi. VIII. 18-21). The Sve. Up. understands vyakta to be 
pradhana. Thus, the Sve. Up. uses these terms (vyakta and 
avyakta ) in a very primitive way, and ihe Katha Up. avoids 
vyakta but shows a special fondness for avyakta while the 
Gita goes still further and puts forth the doctrine of vvaktis 
and two ayaklas, the lower and the higher, the first cf which is 
pradhana (Sve. Up.) or mahat (Katha Up.) “the lower Nature” 
and the second of which is the aksara of Sve. Up. and the 
avyakta of Sve. and Katha Upanisads. 

14. The term alman m verse 10b evidently stands here 
for the Immutable mentioned along with the Mutable m 10a 
and 8a-b. In both these verses the Lord is the ruler over the 
Mutable and the Immutable, as is said also m this verse. As 
remarked already, the Jiva is here conceived as the not-ruler 
but not as one who is ruled over. The Sve. Up. uses the term 
dtman in the sense ot the Immutable. Thus, in I. 3d dtinan in 
kalatmayuktani stands tor the term l 'yom” in 2 b, the 
term kcila being the first in the list of the causes mentioned m 
2 a-b just as §unisa, to be here identified with deva m 3b, is the 
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last. Atman (in 3d) cannot be the Jiva, because he ( L e. the 
Jiva) is positively denied to be a cause in 2 c-d. In Sve. Up. VI. 
16, ptuusa is actually said to be atmayoni, having atman (the 
Immutable) as the womb (at his disposal for fructification). 

‘ Atmayoni ’ is to be compared with brahmayom in Sve Up.V 6. 
He who ‘presides’ (adhitisthati- 1. 3) is the same as he who 
‘rules’ (I. 10). It is highly probable that the word ahnan in 
Sve. Up. I. 6 c-d means the Immutable. “The Jiva having 
known ahnan (the Immutable) and the Prompter as distinct 
[from each other and also from him-elf] and then having 
become gratified with that [ knowledge or with that Immutable, 
compare jusamdna and justa m Sve. Up. IV. 5 and 7] attains 
to immortality’’ (Sve. Up. I. 6). Thus, this verse gives us the 
same idea of the ‘Triad’ as is given also in the verses that 
follow it 

The Sve. Up. is not the only one which uses the term 
atman for the Immutable. MundikaUpanisad II. 1 gives us the 
description of purusa, who is above the Immutable (II. i. 2). In 
contrast with Mu. Up. II. 1. Mu. Up. II. 2 aims at teaching the 
Lore of the Immutable (II. 2. 2-3). The term Brahman in II. 
2. 4b and the term atman in II.2. 5c are used for the Immutable, 
ak$am, of II. 2. 2-3. ‘That atman in wh.ch the sky, the 
earth, the atmosphere, the mind are sewn crosswse and 
lengthwise, along with all the vital airs’ is the Immutable 
(aksara) according to Br. Up. III. 8. 7-8, 11. The words 
anirUi (7t and Brahman (9, 11) make it quite clear that atman 
(in 5, 6, 7) is used for aksara. 

So also Mu. Up. III. 1 is intended to explain the Lore of 
the Immutable and uses the term atman (e. g. in verses 5, 10) 
for the Immutable, while III. 2 is intended to teach the 
doctrine of the purusa. The first verse of III. 2 is very 
important. 'He [ the knower of d/wjuii-III. 1. 10 ] knows 
this Highest Abode in the form of Brahman ( paramam 
bmlimadhtwia). Those wise men who without a desire [ lor the 
fruit ] worship purusa (described in III. 3) go beyond this bright 
one (sukram dot) (III. 2. 1). Here the terras brahmadhama and 
sttkra make it clear that atman m III. 1 is used for Brahman^ 
which is the womb for purusa ( III. 1.3). The term sukra 
4 the bright one ’ is so used in Katha Up. V. 8, VI. 1, VI. 17, 
also m Sve. U p. IV. 2. * This ’ (clad) in ‘ this bright one ’ 
( sukram c:at ) m verse 1 refers to brainnadhama which is an 
explanation of atman in III. 1. 10. But the term atman in 
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III. 2. 3-4 is used for pwusa mentioned in III. 2. 1. In III. 
2. 3-4 it is said that piuusa or atman can be obtained by no 
other means than * selection ' ( Parana ), and the latter half of 
verse 4 says that “But this self of that knower who tries to 
obtain him by these means (Vedic study etc. mentioned in 
III. 6) enters the Brahman-abode ( brahmadhama ) [ but not 
purusa That III. 2 is intended to teach purusa- vidyd is 
proved by the mention of purusa higher than the Highest 
in III. 2. 8. 

So, in the history of the term atman we have to admit a 
period when it meant in some texts the Immutable and in 
others the purusa , especially, at the time when these two were 
actually distinguished from each other as m the Mu., Pr., and 
Sve Upanisads. This is quite natural because even when the 
term atman was used with reference to the “ self ”, as in the 
Cha, and Br. Upanisads, it was thought of as possessing those 
attributes and functions which are later on divided between 
aksara and pwusa. 

In Cha. Up. IV. 15. 1. purusa, atman, amrta and Brah- 
man are all identified, and atman is not different from the 
impersonal Immortal. So also m Br. Up. IV. 4. 25 where 
purusa is absent. 

In the Katha Up. which seems to be later than the 
SvetS^vatara in as much as the latter does not know the evolu- 
tional series which the former mentions twice, an effort is 
made to distinguish the various meanings of atman by 
qualifying the term by such words as jndna, mahdn, santa 
(II. 13) and madhvada, jlva (IV. 5). So also aksara atman m 
Pr. Up. IV. 9. 

Thus atman in Sve. Up. I. 10b means the Immutable 
(aksara.) 

15. The word mayd "deceit” m verse 10 is explained in> 
verse 11 as the fetters. It does not seem to mean the Illusion 
of the existence of the world, but it means the cause of the 
bondage and ihe bondage itself. In absolution the ‘all’ (visva) 
does not cease to exist but the liberated gets the lordship over 
the all (I. 10-11). 

16. The three mentioned in verse 12 are the same as 
those in verse 9. In 12 the names of these three are given 
from the standpoint of ‘enjoyment’. So, the Enjoyable is the 
Immutable from which the Mutable or the First Evolver and 
the whole creation proceed. 

18 
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2. Sve. Up. V. 1.‘ 

There are, with Brahman above them ( brahmapare ) two 
infinite Imperishables, wherein Knowledge ( vidya ) and not- 
Knowledge (avidya) are placed concealed. Not-Knowledge 
is the Mutable ( ksara ), Knowledge is the Immortal. He who 
rules over the Knowledge and the not-Knowledge is other 
than these two. 

Notes : — 

1. In this verse the Supreme Brahman is said to be 
above ‘two Imperishables’. One of these is the hiding place 
of ‘Knowledge’, vidya, which is identified with ' the Immortal ’. 
As said in note 11 on S>ve. Up. I. 7-12 the Immurtal means 
the Immutable. This conclusion will follow also from the 
fact that ‘the not-Knowledge’, the opposite of Knowledge, is 
identified with the Mutable (ksara). These terms (vidya and 
avidyd) with these meanings have played a great part in the 
Maliabharata philosophical Schools. 

2. The identification of ‘ Knowledge ’ with amrta i. e. 
the Immutable, seems to be the identification of the means 
and the aim In Kena Up. 12 we are told that ‘one attains 
the Immortal through Knowledge’. So alsiinIsaUp.il. 
In the Panciratra system, vidya ‘Knowledge’ is a synonym for 
the higher Nature (i. e. the Immutable). Sec Prof. Schrader’s 
Introduction to the Pane iratra and the Alnrbudhnya Sam- 
hita, P. 62). 

3. The idea of ‘two Imperishables’ ( aksaras ) one of 
which is ( the place of ) the Immutable and the othei (that of) 
the Mutable is like that of two Un manifests (avyaklas) in Bh. 
Gi. VIII. 20 According to the Gita, all beings ( called the 
Mutable in Bh Gi. VIII. 4, XV. 16 ) rise from the lower 
Untnamfest, just as the Mutable m the form of ‘‘not-Know- 
ledge” is to ( be traced to the Imperishable according to this 
verse of the Sve. Up. 

The higher Unmanifest of the Gita ( VIII. 20-21 ) is, 
according to the terminology of the Gita, aksara “ the 
Immutable” properly so called. Thus, the two Imperishables 
are also the same as the two prakrtis in the Bh. Gi. VII. 4-6. 


♦See Additional Note. 
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The Mutable in the form of pradhana is the second Imperish- 
able ( I. 10 ). 1 he kind of vagueness in the sense of ksaia 

1 the Mutable ’ ( used for pradhana or the second Imperish- 
able in I 8, 10 and for “ not- Knowledge” the effect of that 
Imperishable in V. 1. ) is due to the fact that the Sve. Up. is 
the first Up. to use the term ksarn m contrast to aksnra. The 
Ruler of Knowledge and not-Knowledge or the two Imperish- 
ables is the same as the Ruler mentioned in Sve. Up. I. 8, and 
10 and also in Bh. Gi. XV. 18. 

Conclusion : — 

This Upanisad is important from various standpoints, 
especially from that of the idea of Trinity. -But here we are 
concerned only with its terminology the fixation of which 
will be facilitated by the following considerations : — 

1. The Immutable is according to this Upanisad lower 
than Brahma (V. 1). 

2. The higherness or superiority of puiusa to the 
Immutable is here interpreted as the Immutable’s being ruled 
by purusa the Ruler ( I. 8, 10 ; V. 1 ). 

3. It is impersonal (I. 1 0.), but again it is described as a 
femle (I. 9, IV. 5 -a female unborn). This idea seems to have 
arisen out of the conception of aksaia as the “matrix” ( yom ) for 
purusa ( e. g. in Mu. Up. I. 3, Sve Up. V. 6 ). In this con- 
nection it may be noted that the Sve. Up. is the first Upanisad 
to use the terms prakrti, maya (IV. 10), and sakti (I. 3.) for 
the Immutable. When purusa was placed above the Immu- 
table, the idea suggested itself naturally that the Immutable 
was the power of, or the “matrix” for, puiusa, and this idea 
further developed into a number of words of the feminine gender 
1 invented for the Immutable ( e. g. vidya, maya, piakrii ). 
The term maym (Sve. Up. IV. 9-10) also shows that maya 
was supposed to be a power belonging to purusa. The term 
aja “ the female unborn ” was suggested by the term eg a 
“unborn” for purusa and the Jiva and by the fact that the 
Immutable called either aksara or Brahman or alman was 
considered to be the female generative organ ( yoni ) for purusa 
(VI. 16, 1. 2, ,V. 6). This term aja was also responsible for 
the invention of the term prakrti. 
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4. This Immutable is unborn, just as in the Gita ( VIII. 
20, XIII. 10 ). 

5. The Immutable and the Mutable are joined together, 

i. e. as the cause and the effect ; so pradhana is the effect 
of the Immutable. 

The terminology of Sve. Up. may, then, be summarised 
as follows ' — 

1 . The Reality is threefold or a Triad and it is called 
paramam brahma ( I. 7 ), brahmam, (I. 9 ) or Uividham 
biahmam (1. 12). 

2. Purusa is called putusa (I. 2), Isa ~(I. 8, 9, 10 ; V. 1), 
deva (I. 8, 11), jha (I. 9), atman (I. 9), pretilr (I. 12, 16), 
Brahman (V. I). 

3. The Immutable is called aksara (I. 1, 10 ; V. 1), 
Brahman (I. 7, V. 6), avyakta (I. 8), eg a (I. 9), atman (I. 3, 6, 
10 ; VI. 16), bhogya (1, 12), haras (1. 10), amrta (I. 10 ; V. 1), 
( the abode of ) vidya ( V. 1 ), ( and also may a and prakrti 
in IV. 10 ). 

4. The lower Nature is meant by the Imperishable (V. 1), 
( the abode cf ) avidya (V. 1 ), ksara ( I. 8, 10 ), vyakta ‘the 
Manifest’ (I. 8). 

5. The effects also of the lower Nature are called k§ara 
(V. 1) or avidya (V. 1). 

6. The individual soul is designated as anisa ( I. 8, 9 ), 
blioktr (I. 8, 9, 12), ajna (1-9). 

Let us, finally, see how the Trinity of the Sve. Up. is 
found in the Gita : — 

We should here compare the various forms of the Lord 
in Bh. Gi. VII. 29-30 and VIII. 1-4 with the members of the 
triad in Sve Up. I. 6-12. In the Gita we are told that one 
should know the Lord with his Adhibhuta, Adhidaiva, 
Adhiyajna and Adhyatma forms, while in Sve. Up. we read : 
“It is [ the attainment of ] Brahma, when one attains the three” 
(I. 9). Pttru$a or the Adhidaiva of Bh. Gi. VII L 4 is called 
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purusa in Sve. Up. I. 2, Isa and devn in S>ve. Up. I. 8. The 
Immutable is called aksara m both the texts (Bh. Gi. VIII. 
3, and Sve. Up. I. 8, 10'. The second Imperishable or 
pradliana ( Sve. Up. I. 10 ) which is the same as ksara and 
vyakja is to be identified with svabhava or AdhyStma in Bh. 
Gi. VIII. 3. Ksara ‘the effect of the Imperishable’ (Sve. Up. 
V. 1) is the Adhibhuta (Bh. Gi.VlII 4a). The bhoklr (Sve. Up. 
I. 9) is the Adhiyajna in Bh. Gi. VIII. 4. Besides these identi- 
fications, the Bh. Gi. speaks of the Immutable, the Jiva and 
puiusa as ‘eternal’, sanatana, in IV. 31, VIII. 20, in II. 24, 
XV. 7 and in XI. 18, VII. 10 respectively. The higher Nature 
or the Immutable and purusa are called ‘beginningless’ anddi 
in XIII. 19 and X 3; and the attribute a] a, ‘ unborn ’, is 
applied to the Jiva in Bh, Gi. II. 21 and to the Lord in IV. 6, 
VII. 25, X. 3, 12. Thus, the BhagavadgitS is also ^ inclined to 
x- j regard the three members of the Trinity of the Sve. Up. as 
eternal (see App. II). 



APPENDIX II. 


Interpretation of the Bhagavadgita. 

It is intended here to explain from my standpoint the 
afeara-passages of the Gita. The meanings assigned by 
various ancient and modern authorities to the term aksara 
in the verses concerned have been stated in a tabular form 
in the Introduction. 

1. Bh. Gi. III. 14d-15. 

Sacrifice is born of Activity ( katinan ). Know Activity 
to be born of brahman [ the lower Nature ] and brahman as 
born of ‘ the Immutable ’ ( aksara ); therefore [ this aksara 
which may be called] the omnipresent [and] eternal Brahman 
is to be found in Sacrifice ( i. e., it is the final source to which 
Sacrifice can be traced ). 

Notes : — 

1 . The term ‘Brahman’ when used for ‘the Immutable’ 
( aksara ) is qualified by the two epithets ‘ omnipresent ’ and 
‘ eternal ’ in order to distinguish it from brahman which 
is born of ‘ the Immutable ’ and is not therefore eternal. 

2. The lower Nature is here said to be “born’' of the 
Immutable. This passage of the GitS. is very important on 
account of this clear and doubtless statement regarding the 
lower Nature. See notes, below, on Gii5 XIII. 19. ‘ Brahman ’, 
the lower Nature, is said to be ‘ born ’ also in Mu. Up: 1. 1. 9. 
“ Biahman ” seems to have been used for the lower Nature in 
contrast with the higher Nature which is called mahad brahman 
in Bh. Gi. XIV. 3-4. 

2. Bh. Gi. VII. 29-30, VIII. 1-5, 8. 

(VII. 29) Those who, having resorted to me, endeavour 
for freedom from old age and death, know that Brahman, the 
whole spiritual form ( adhyatma ) and the whole Activity 
( karman ). 
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( 30) Those who know me with my material and divine 
forms ( adhibhuia and adhidaiva ), and with my form as the 
sacrificial agent ( adhiyajna ), will also, with their mind 
disciplined through Yoga, know me at the time of [ their ] 
departure [ from this world ]. 

Arjuna said : — 

(VIII. 1-2) What is that Brahman ? What is the spiritual 
form? What, Oh Purusottama, is Activity? What is said to 
be the material form ? How is the divine form [ to be under- 
stood ] f And who in this body here is the sacrificial agent, 
O slayer of Madhu ? And how are you known [ even ] at 
the time of departure [ from this world ] by those who are 
self-disciplined ? 

The Lord said : — 

(3) The Immutable ( aksara ) is the Supreme Brahman 
( prama brahman ); the [ lower ] Nature ( svabhava ) is the 
spiritual form { adhydtma ). The act of creating ( visarga ) 
causing the b.rth and existence of beings is [ technically ] 
named Activity ( karman ). 

(4) The material form ( adlubhilta ) is the mutable 
existence ( ksara bliava ), and the divine form ( adludaiva ) 
is purusa. O best of the embod.ed beings, I myself am the 
sacrificial agent ( adhiyajna ) in this body. 

(5) And he who, while leaving the physical frame at 
the time of death, departs remembering me alone, attains to 
my state; there is no doubt as to this. 

XXX 

(6) He reaches the divine supreme purusa, meditating 
[ on him ] with a concentrated mind disciplined by the path 
of constant application ( abhydsa-yoga ). 

Notes : — 

1. This passage must be considered in connection with 
III. 14 c-d, 15. “The whole Activity” (VII. 29) shows that 
the topic of * kannan is here further discussed. Brahman , 
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kannvt, yajha (in adhivajha) and aksara are dealt with in 
both the places. VIII. 5 also reminds one of II. 72. 

2. Brahman in VII. 29 and VIII. 1 is the omnipresent 
and eternal Brahman mentioned in III. 15. 

3. As the term adhyatma seems to have been used in 
the Gita always in the sense of ‘spiritual’ (vide Bh. Gi. XI. 1), 
we can distinguish between adhibhdta and adhyatma by trans- 
lating them as ‘material’ and ‘spiritual’ forms. Adhidaiva may 
therefore be fitly translated as the ‘divine form’, so that it may 
be distinguished from adhyatma. As verse VII. 30 states that 
adhbfita, adhidaiva and adhiyajha are the forms belonging to 
Krsna, we should not hesitate m taking adhyatma. (VII. 29) 
also as one of his forms. These three forms may also be 
called Krsna’s supernatural ( adhidaiva ), super-sensual 
( adhyatma j, and sensual ( adJubuilta ) forms, thus implying 
the ‘higher-ness’, paratva, of each, which, as we shall see later 
on, is distinctly mentioned in the Gita. 

4. They may be regarded as the purely transcendent, 
the transcendent-and- immanent and the purely immanent 
forms. Pnriisa is only transcendent; therefore he is called 
‘divine’, adhidaiva or divya (VIII. 8, 10), or ‘the highest’, para 
(VIII. 10) or parama (VIII. 8). For the same reason he is also 
called purasottama (VIII. 1), because he ‘is bevond the Muta- 
ble and higher than the Immutable’ (XV. 18). The purely 
immanent or material form of Krsna is ‘the mutable existence’ 
(VIII. 4 ). When the Gita explains the immanence of the 
Lord e. g. in VII. 7-12, X. 20-42, XI, XV. 12-15, it is always 
with reference to this form of the Lord Whatever is neither 
purely immanent nor purely transcendent, may be classified as 
constituting the transcendent-and-immanent or adhyatma 
form. Now, let us see what existences ( bhdvah ) constitute 
‘adhyatma in its entirety’, krfsnam adhyalmam (VII. 29). The 
Gita clearly states that svabJmva ‘the lower Nature’, is 
adhyatma (VIII. 3). The Gita also siys that karmav is born 
of svabhdva (e g. m V. 14); and in III. 14 karmav is said to 
be born of brahman. So svabhciva being identical with 
brahman, the immediate cause of kurman, is born of the Im- 
mutable (III. 15b). 

The fact that the Gita understands the lower Nature 
( svabhava , brahman, prakiii, etc) to be adhyatma and explains 
the adlubhdta form as ‘all beings’ is noteworthy. The Gita 
distinguishes between the two Natures, but does not make the 



145 


lower Nature adhibhuta. The MahSbhSrata always under- 
stands adhyatma with reference only to aksara and pwusa, 
while the author of the Brahmasutras identifies both the Natures 
(Br. Su. I. 4. 23-28, see Chap. IV. p. 10 i) and according to 
him the Nature will be adhyatma. 

-» 

‘The Immutable’ by its very nature stands above ‘the 
Mutable’ or adhibhuta. ‘The Immutable’ is quite distinct from, 
and lower than, purusa who is the highest; so aksara seems to 
be one of the constituents of the ‘entire adhyatma mentioned 
in VII. 29. The Activity or human (VIII. 3) as the effect of 
brahman, svabliava or the lower prakrh (III. 15, V. 14, III. 27) 
is also a constituent of the same, because ‘the material form' 
consists only cf “the beings”. 

So, on the data of III. 14-15 and VII. 29-30 and VIII. 1-8 
we arrive at the following table : — 

paranui clivya purusa (VIII. 8) 

= the supreme divine puru§a 
= adhidaiva 

= the supernatural or the transcendent form. 

aksara “the Immutable” + brahman (III. 15a) or svabliava 
(VIII. 3, V. 14) or the lower prakrh (e. g. III. 27), +• 
karman the “Activity” (III. 14, VIII 3 c-d, III. 27) 

= adhyatma 

~ the supersensual or the transcendent-and-im- 
manent form. 

ksara = the Mutable ( VIII. 4 ), = “ all beings ”, bhutani, 
mentioned in III. 14 and VIII. 4 

# 

= the sensual or purely immanent form. 

We find that this sequence of gradation arrived at from 
these two passages, is confirmed by XV. 16-18, which may 
therefore be nfext taken up for consideration, 

19 
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3. Bh. Gi. XV. 16-18. 

(16) There are these two punisas in the world: * the 
Mutable ’ ( ksara ) and ‘the Immutable’ (aksara). ‘The Mutable’ 

consists of all beings; the Unchanging is called ‘the Immutable’. 

£ 

(17) The Highest punisa, however, is (yet) another; he 
is called ‘the Highest Spirit’ ( paramatman ), the imperishable 
Lord who sustains the three worlds, having pemtrated them. 

(18) As I am beyond the Mutable and as I am higher 
even than the Immutable; hence am I well-known in the 
world and in the Veda as 'the Highest pwusa > ( puiufottama ). 


Notes : — 

1. We have seen in the passages already examined that 
punisa , the Immutable and the Mutable are the three forms of 
Krsna. The same is the idea of this passage. In VIII. 1 
Krsna was addressed by Arjuna as purusottama; here he calls 
himself "purusottama well-known m the world and in the 
Veda”. The reason why the purusa of the other passages in 
the Gita (e. g. VIII 4, 8, 10,22; XI. 38; X. 12) is called here 
purusottama seems to be that his own other two forms have 
been here described as purusas which term is here used in a 
secondary sense (“principle”), the purpose being that of 
pointing out the inferiority of ksara and aksara to punisa 
mentioned also in VIII 3-4. Purusottama is a special term of 
the MBh. P&ncaratras. 

2. ‘The Mutable’ is lower than ‘the Immutable’; this is 
the force of apt ‘even’ in aksarad api c oitamah-XV. 18. It 
consists of all beings (XV. 16 c-d); so it is the same Mutable 
as is explained in VIII. 4a. 

3. ‘The Immutable’ is naturally not different from the 
same mentioned in VIII. 1. It is above ‘the Mutable’ and is 
said to be in the world (XV. 16) because punisa or purasot- 
iama is higher even than ‘the Immutable’. ‘The Immutable’ 
is descnl ed to be the Unchanging, kutastha, both here and in 
XII 3, where undoubtedly aksara means the impersonal forth 
of the Lord. 

4. Aksara cannot mean the individual soul (as the term 
is often understood) in the GitS because m the Git5 the Jiva is 
never said to be lower than the Lord but is always regarded 
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as identical with him ( being his own ‘part’ ). Again, there is 
no passage in the Gita, where the Jiva is given the designation 
‘ aksara’. Moreover, ‘the Immutable’ is according to the Gita 
an object of meditation (XII. 3-4 ) and the goal of ascetics 
(VIU.ll); while the Jiva is never such an object nor such a 
goal. The term aksara, is here used in contrast with the term 
ksara , as m VIII 3-4, and therefore must have the same 
meaning here as in that verse (see notes 6-7 on Sve. Up. 
I. 7-12). 

4. Bh. Gi. XII. 1-4. 


Arjun said: — 

(1) Which of those devotees who thus worship you with 
constant devotion and those, on the other hand, who [worship] 
‘the Immutable’ (aksara), ‘the Un manifest’ ( avyakfa ), are the 
better learned in the [science of the various] paths ? 

The Lord said : — 

(2) Those who having fixed their mind on me, being 
always devoted [to me], and possessed of the highest belief [ m 
me ], worship me, are considered by me to be the best possess- 
ed of the [ right ] path. 

(3-4) Those, however, who worship ‘the Immutable’ 
(alisara) the ineffable, the unmanifest, the omnipresent, the 
unthinkable, the unchanging, the unmoving, and the firm, 
having controlled the group of the organs (of sense and action), 
having the same feeling towards everything, and rejoicing in 
the welfare of all beings, obtain none but me. 

Notes 

1. The Gita here, mentions the ‘Immutable’ and purusa 
as the goals reached by the released; so there are two kinds 
of worship or meditation and two independent paths. ‘Yoga’ 
In XIII. 1 means a path for salvation. 

2. The worshippers of the Immutable are here contrasted 
with those of pamsa. This contrast was already^ burning 
question m the days of the Mundaka, Pra^na, and Sveta^vatara 
Upamsads (Vide App. I). Though the Immutable is not here 
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stated to be lower than purusa, it is ‘lower’ according to XV. 
16-18 (and VIII. 21-22, as we shall just see). The worship- 
pers of puiusa are said to be better possessed of the right path 
than those of the Immutable because these latter choose a path 
more troublesome than that of the former (XII. 5). 

3. The worshippers of ‘the Immutable’ are not generally 
said in the Git§ to reach puiusa. As a rule they “enter the 
Immutable” (VIII. 11). So also in VIiI. 21; II. 72; V. 6, 24; VI. 
28. Similarly the worshippers of puiusa usually attain puiusa 
(VIII. 10; VIII. 22: VI. 31; VII. 18, 19; VIII. 5,16). In XVIII. 
53—55, we are told that one who is devoid of the idea of ‘mine’ 
mama ‘becomes Brahman’ and then, having secured devotion 
to Krsna, enters Krsna. So, on the strength of these passages 
(XII. 4, VIII. 11, XV. 53-55), we may, without assigning a 
secondary or metaphorical sense, to any word or sentence in 
these verses, conclude that generally the meditators on ‘the 
Immutable’ reach ‘the Immutable’ and that some of them 
reach also Krsna after having obtained devotion to him. 

4. The verse under consideration (XII. 4) is important 
from the standpoint of the relation of the Immutable to purusa. 
As (some at least of) the n&sara-meditators arc said to reach 
puiusa just like the jbnmsa-worshippers; the Immutable is not 
to be understood as a second independent entity by the side of 
puiusa, though undoubtedly according to the Gila the Immutable 
is to be distinguished from purusa and is in a way lower than 
purusa, as said above in note 2. The next passage which we 
have to examine throws further light on the present question. 

5. Bh. Gi. VIII. 18-22. 

(18) All manifestations arise at the advent of the Day 
of Brahma from the [lower] Un manifest ( avyakta ); they are 
absorbed at the advent of the Night into that same called 
[technically] the Unmanifest. 

(19) — This same group of beings having repeatedly become 

[manifest] is dissolved [into its original source] at the advent 
of the Night, without a will of their own; O son of Prtha, it 
arises [also similarly] at the advent of the Day — «. 

(20) However, beyond that Unmanifest [technically so 
called], there is another ‘eternal Unmamfest Existence’ ( sand - 
tana avyakta bhava) which does not perish when all 
beings perish. 
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(21) This [latter] Unmanifest Existence is [technically] 
called the Immutable ( aksara ); [the sages] call it the Highest 
Goal. That [Existence] [from which the liberated], after 
having reached it, do not return, is my Supreme Abode ( parama 
dhaman). 

(22) Higher (than the Immutable) is that purusa obtain- 
able through undivided devotion, m the interior of whom [all] 
beings rest and by whom all this [visible world] is permeated. 

Notes : — 


1. Verse 19 is a parenthetical one. The lower Unmani- 
test in 18 is the source of all beings mentioned in verse 10. 
Verse 20 mentions two L'nmamfest Existences. One of them is 
withdrawn when all beings perish. The other, the higher one, 
is eternal. This is called ‘the Immutable’ ( altsara ) in verse 21. 
It is the hi ghest goal [of the worshippers of the Immutable]. 

2. I have followed the reading according to Sankara’s 
commentary. If we had to read vyaktat in place of a-^vyaktat in 
20 b, we lose the force of the contrast intended m the 
verse. Moreover, there is no difficulty m understanding the 
doctrine of the t'\o Unmanifest Existences, as we have seen 
above. The lower Un manifest is again mentioned in Bh.Gi.XIII. 
5 where avyakla is the source of buddhi and therefore is the 
same as the lower prakrti (Bh. Gi. VII. 4). This doctrine of two 
avyakias became most.important in the days'of the LMBh., as 
will be seen from Ch. III. 

3. That the word dlidman in verse 21 d means ‘abode’ 

can be shown on the strength of the passages in the Gita in 

which the same or a similar word like pada or sthana or a 

verb showing motion from one place to another (with reference 

to the movement of the released) is used. In this verse also the 

expressions, ‘having reached’ and ‘do not return,’ point to the 

correctness of the interpretation. So, aksara is the ‘abode’ 

wherein Krsna (or purusa) dwells, and perhaps we are to 

understand the purusa “being higher” than the Immutable m 

this sense also. 

» 

4. Verse 22 should be studied along with IX. 4. In the 
former that purusa in the interior of whom the beings rest and 
by whom “all this” is penetrated is mentioned, in the latter the 
same is ’said of Krsna. So purusa of verse 22 is the purusottama 
of XV. 18, and parah in the first quarter of verse 22 distinctly 
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means that purusa is higher (para) than the Immutable. Putusa 
is never identified with aksara in the Gita. In Bh. Gi. VIII. 3-4 
both of them are clearly distinguished from each other. 

6. Bh. Gi. XI. 18, 37 c-d. 

(18) You are the Immutable ( akasra ) the highest Worth 
knowing, you are the highest resting place of all this [world]. 
You are the imperishable eternal protector of Dharma. I believe 
you to be the eternal purusa. 

(37 c-d) O Infinite One, Lord of the gods, abode of the 
world, you are ‘the Immutable’ (aksara), the Being (i. e. the 
Manifest), the not-Being (i. e. the UnmamfestJ, and whatever is 
beyond that. 

Notes : — 

1 . First, it should be noted that these are the words of 
Arjuna who out of his homage to Krsna identifies him by turn 
with all the various gods and yet places him above all of them. 
Secondly, m verse 18, Krsna is identified with the Immutable 
and also with puuisa. The same is also the sense of verse 37, 
where Krsna is said to be the Immutable and what is beyond 
it. This last expression ‘what is beyond the Immutable’, 
refers to purusa. So, according to these verses also purusa is 
above aksara. 

Conclusion 

On the strength of the above passages in which aksara is 
mentioned expressly the conception of the Immutable m the 
Gita may be summarised as follows:- 

(1) The Immutable in the Gita is described (e. g. in XII. 3) 
m the same negative terms in which the Upanisads describe 
aksam (e. g. Br. Up. III. 8. 8; Mu. Up. I. 1. 6) or avyakta 
(e. g. Katha Up, III. 15). The Gita says that it describes the 
same aksara as is described by the knowers of the Veda 
(VIII. 11). 

2. It is distinct from purusa or pwusottama ( VIII. 3-4, 
10-11, 21-22; XII 1-4; XV. 16-18 ). 

3. It is lower than purusa or purusoitama (.VIII; 21-22, 

XV. 18 ). ' 
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4. It is other than the lower Nature called svabhava 
(VIII. 3), or the lower avyakta ( VIII. 18-20 ), or brahman 
41 the immediate cause of Activity ” ( III. 15 ). 

5. It is above this lower Nature ( VIII. 20-21 ), or in 
other words the lower Nature is “born” of the Immutable 
( III. 15 ). 

6. It is above the Mutable ( XV. 18. ) or all beings 
(VIII. 18-19; VIII. 4; III. 14-15 ). 

7. In relation to ptuusa, the Immutable may be des- 
cribed as ‘ the supreme abode ’ of the purusa ( dhama paramam 
mama-Vlll. 21-22; and p'ada-Vlll. 11). 

8. It is the ultimate source of all 1 Activity ’ ( karman ) 
( III. 14-15 ) and all beings ( III. 14-15, VIII. 18-19 ). 

9. It is like purusa an independent object of meditation 
and a goal ( XII. 1-4. VIII. 21 ). Pa) ticularly it is the goal 
of ascetics ( VIII. 11 ). 

10. Some meditators of the Immutable reach purusa 
( Xll. 4, XVIII. 53-55 ). 

11. It may be called parama aksnra ( VIII. 3 ), paramo, 
gati . ( VIII. 21 ), parama dhanian ( VIII. 21 ), avyakta ( VIII. 
2C-21, XII 1, 3 ), kutastha ( XII 3, XV. 17 ). 

12. Though both the Immutable and the purusa are 
independently objects and goals of meditation, the author of 
the Gita thinks the latter to be the better of the two because 
it can be understood and reached with less trouble ( XII. 5 ). 

13. The Immutable is one of the three eternal 
( sanatana ) principles m the Gita ( VIII. 20 ) and it docs not 
perish even when all beings including the lower Unmanifest 
perish. So, aksaia is unborn, unlike the lower avyakta, its 
effect ( VIII. 18, III. 1 J ). It is also kutastha 1 unchanging '. 



APPENDIX III. 


No Plurality of Souls in the Mahabharata. 

Most of the passages in the MahSbhSrata which Prof. 
Hopkins, Prof. Deussen and Prof. Edgerton have explained 
as referring to the doctrine of the plurality of souls have been 
already discussed in Chapter III of the Thesis and it has been 
shown that they have not the least knowledge of this doctrine 
( see Ch. III. Sec. 2 ). Only two passages where Prof. Hopkins 
believes that we have the mention of the plurality of souls 
remain to be considered here, viz., MBh. XII. 315. lOe-f, tiff, 
and MBh. XII. 350. 1-3, 7. 

1. MBh. XII. 315. lOe-f, llff. 

These verses can be easily translated as follows : — 

(lOe-f) The Unmamfest is eternal; the Manifest, non- 
eternal. This we have learnt. 

(11) Men, who have compassion for all beings and who 
have resorted to kevala jiiana (‘the knowledge of the Absolute’), 
say that the Unmamfest is one and also many. 

(12) Different [from the Unmamfest] is the Purusa; but 
the Unmamfest called the Unchangeable * is [ in reality ] not 
unchangeable. Just as stalks [ issue ] m the rush, so is this 
[Unmamfest ] born [ as the Manifest ]. 


* Cf. Culika Upanisad : “ astarupam ajam dliruvam ” 
and Bh. Gi. “ kutasthosksarn ncyaie ” ( Bh. Gi. XV. 16 ). 
This verse of the MBh. ( XII. 315. 12. a-b) also proves* 
my point that the L. MBh. SSmkhyas have identified the 
two Natures of the Aupanisadas. ( I am thankful to 
Prof. Schrader for the above interpretation of MBh. XII. 315. 
12 and for drawing my attention to the passages from €u. Up. 
and Bh. Gi. ). 
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It should be noted that these verses use the terms vyakta 
and avyakta for the two metaphysical principles of the SSmkhya 
of those names. This is apparent from the context. Prof. 
Hopkins’ translation of 10 a-b must appear queer to any reader: 
“Purpsa is eternal and non-eternal, manifest and unmanifest”. 
(GEI. p. 123). Such an interpretation requires no refutation. 
Then, in the case of verse 11, Prof. Hopkins removes puru^&h 
from its grammatical connection as subject of ahuh in 
“ avyaktaikaivam ily ahur nanatvam puritsas tatha ” (11 a-b). 
He wants to show that this sentence teaches the doctrine of the 
plurality of souls and therefore makes an independent sentence 
of “ nanatvam punisas tatha” (GEL p. 123). In fact ekalva and 
nanatva in 11 refer to the eternal Unmanifest and to the non- 
eternal Manifest in 10 e-f. In this sense they have been used 
very often in L. MBh, e. g. in XII. 305. 36 (see pp. 45, 74. 76). 
Avyakta means the Samkhya Nature, and therefore Prof. 
Edgerton is also wrong when he explains avyakta-ekatva as 
‘the esoteric unity of souls' and ‘ nanatva ’ as ‘the empirical 
plurality’ and quotes examples where ‘ avyakta ’ is used of Brah- 
man or the Lord, but does not trouble himself about what it 
could have meant throughout in these Samkhya chapters of 
the L. MBh. (AJP. Vol XLV, 1924, p. 26) Prof. Deussen is 
quite right here when he explains pitrnsah in 11 b as human 
beings and as the subject to ahuh in 11a (VPTM p. 653). 

2. MBh. XII. 350. 1-3, 7. 

The second and last passage which remains to be 
examined in this connection is found in chapter 350 of MBh. 
XII, which teaches indeed a plurality of souls, but without 
reference to the Classical Samkhya and in a different sense. 
The first fact to be borne in mind in interpreting the verses in 
question is that they are, like the whole of the NSrSyaniya,* 
much later than the chapters describing the SSmkhya and 
the Yoga Schools of the MahSbhArata (XII. 302-317), and that ■ 
the two chapters (350-351) dealing with the problem, never 
before raised, oE purusa-bahutva form the very last section of 

* This is evident from its general character, but also e. g. 
from the statement (343, 11 fll.) that “the nectar of the story 
about NarSyana” has been won by churning the ocean of the 
“BhSrata of dne hundred thousand (verses)”. 

20 
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the NSrSyaniya. Secondly, the verses state that the philoso- 
phers of the SSmkhya and Yoga Schools believed in many souls 
“in the world” (bohavah pm usd foite*-MBh. XII. 350. 2). Thus 
the passage mentions an empirical plurality of souls, and not 
a real one which came to be believed in perhaps only when 
the SSmkhya became atheistic. Moreover, in verse 350. 7, 
the interpolator of these chapters (350-351) himself admits 
that “Vyasa” did not teach plurality of souls, but only “unity of 
purusa” ( punts nkatva). This is a frank admission that in the 
Mahabharata we have always “unity of soul”, since “Vyasa” 
can refer only to the “author” of the MahabhSrata. And 
lastly, as regards the explanation of the problem given here, it 
is not the dc-sire of the interpolator to rmsrepiesent the 
(Classical’ Samkhya view, as Prof. Hopkins chaiges him with 
having done, but the interpolator admitting that the Samkhyas 
teach an empirical plurality of souls, tries to explain it from 
his own standpoint (350 7) which is that of a Pancaratra, as 
Prof. Schrader ri htly points out to me. The doctrine of one 
Purusa as the “ Source ” ( yoni ) cf many souls (bahilnani 
puntsanam yatli enka yomh—Xll. 350. 3) represents the posi- 
tion of the Pancaratras who admitted a real internal difference 
( svagatcibheda ) m one sole Being. 

Thus, even this last passage goes directly against Prof. 
Hopkins’ conclusions, and on the contrary, admits positively 
that in the Mahabharata “Vyasa” has taught ‘unity of purusa ” 
(350. 7). 

I would not repeat here the other passages discussed 
already in the text (see Ch. HI. pp. 42, 45, 74, 78) wiiere 
I have shown that Professors Hopkins, Deussen and 
Edgerton were wrong in referring them to plurality of souls. 
Thus, in the Mahabharata we have no plurality of souls and 
the only passage where an empirical plurality of souls is 
mentioned without expressly excluding a real world-soul and 
a Supreme Lord is also a witness for the “unity of purusa ” in 
the Mahabharata. 


*"loke” means “m the world”, as opposed to ‘ Vede” “in the 
Scripture;” compare “ loke Vede ca prathitah Purusottamah" 
(Bh. Gi. XV. 18), and also "lokavat” in Br. Su II. 1. 13, 33, 
etc. and l 'loke” in Br Su. II. 1. 25, where also "loke” 1 is con- 
trasted with what is stated “in the Sruti”. 



APPENDIX IV. 


Interpretation of the Brahmasutras. 

This appendix has been prompted by two considerations : 
firstly, I felt it to be my duly to the reader of Chapter IV to 
justify in a more extensive way the unusual method applied 
there in the interpretation of the Sutras; and, secondly, I wish 
to invite criticism of my method with a view to undertaking if 
encouraged to do so, an independent interpretation of the 
whole of the Brahmasutras. The contrast between my inter- 
pretation and those of the AeSryas is the necessary result of my 
conviction that these, including even Sankara, were not in 
possession of an unbroken tradition. How the latter got lost, 
I am at present unable to explain; but the fact of its having 
been broken long before Sankara will, I believe, become evident 
from the consistency of my interpretation in the following 
pages as against the farfetchedness and often palpable impossi- 
bility of those of the AcSryas. 

1. Br. Su. III.3.1-53. 

Section* 1. 

Oneness of Goal. 

(1) [ Brahman ] is such that the [ very same ] idea there- 
of is [ to be had ] from all the Vedanta texts, because of the 
absence of any difference in the scriptural injunction, etc. 

(2) If it be argued: '* No. [ All the Vedanta texts do not 
teach the same Brahman ] because of the difference [ in scrip- 
tural injunction, etc ]”, we reply: “ No. [ If the Vedanta texts 
are similar ] even in one [ out of the scriptural injunction, 
name, etc.] [we would say that a 1 i of them teach the same 
Brahman]. 

The division of the Sections ( adlukaranas ) followed here 
is my own. * 
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(3) [ Although the same Brahman is taught in all the 
Vedanta texts, one learns only one of these and not all] because 
[ the rule of studying ] the text of one’s own Vedic Branch is 
indeed such, and one is religiously qualified for [ the study of ] 
the customary text (only). And that rule is like that of [taking] 
the water [ from one particular well, although one can take it 
from any other watering place as well ] ! 

(4) And [ there is a text which ] also shows it 2 . 

Notes : — 

1. The reading “ savavacca ” m place of sahlavacca 
will give the following interpretation . “ And that rule is like 
that of the su»a-sacrifices [ where complete option is given ].” 

2. e. g. Bh. Gi. VIII. 11, as Sankara rightly says. Note 
that the problem in this Section is whether all the Vedanta 
texts teach one and the same Brahman, or two, or many. 

Section 2. 

Collection of Thoughts * 

(5) A Collection [ of all the attributes of the object of medi- 
tation, mentioned in all the Vedanta texts ] [ should be made ], 
because of the non-difference ( i.e. identity ) of the goal, as 
[ is done ] in the case of [ the rites ] which are subordinate to 
vidhi ( the Vedic precept ), and [ the collection should be 
made only ] in so far as the context is similar 1 [ in the Vedantas 
concerned ]. 

(6) If it be said : “ The difference [ of goals ] z does exist 
because [ of the authority ] of the Word,” we reply : “ No, 
because of non-distinction [ in the Word ]”. 

(7) “ Nor [ can the view of the difference of goals be 
maintained ] on the strength of a difference of ‘ the context ’ 
( prakarana ) as in the case of parovarlyastva ” etc. 

(8) If it be said : “ [There is a difference of goals ] because 
of ‘ the designations ’ ( samjiia ) [ like aksarci and purusa ],” we 
reply : “ It has been already explained, and that is even admit- 
ted here ( by us ).” 


* this , as in Br. Sii. III.3.33 
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(9) And [t! *e difference of goals] is inconsistent 3 because 
of the omnipresence (of both the so-called goals). 

Notes : — 

1. i. e., the SutrakSra allows the “ collection ” of the 
attributes of purusa only from the purusa- texts and not from 
the aksara-texts also, when one meditates on purusa. 

2. Note that the opponent seems to have in his mind the 
two goals : aksara and purusa. 

3. Sankara reads 1 stimanjasam ,’ but I follow the reading 
accepted by most of the other AcSryas. 

Section 3. 

Two Names of ihe Goal. 

(10) Because there is no difference in all (other points), 
these two (designations) are (to be understood) otherwise 1 . 

Note : — 

The SutrakSra agrees to a difference of two samjiJas, not to 
that of goals, the goal being in all Upamsads (and the Gita) the 
same because all other points, codauii etc. are the same every- 
where. 

Section -1. 

Attributes of purusa. 

(11) The attributes, beginning with “bliss” ( anatida ) 
belong to pradhana 3 [ and should be collected for the medita- 
tion on the same, as said in Sutra 5 above ]. 

(12) The attributes, such as' having pnya for the head’ 
( pi /yaiirastva ) do not come up for consideration because [these 
attributes show ] an accumulation and a diminution which are 
[possible only] in case of there being a difference [m the “goals” 
to be achieved ] 3 . 

I 

(13) But the other [attributes] [should be collected] because 
of the sameness of the object [ of meditation ]. 

(14) ' [The attributes such as ‘having pnya for the head’ are 
not to be collected ] because of their non-utility in meditation. 
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(15) And because of the word atrnan* [used as predicate 
of ananda in the Sruti ]. 

Notes:— 

1. This is probably a reference to Br. Su. I. 1. 12, 
because no Sruti gives a -list beginning with bliss, as is 
required by the Sutra, not even Tai. Up. II 1 which is 
referred to in Br. Su I. 1. 12 and indirectly in the 
present Sutra. 

2. ‘ Pradhana’ is a word used for pumsa even according 
to Sankara ( S3. Bh3. Br. Su. III. 3. 33 ). In the days of the 
SutrakSra pradhdna was used for the personal pumsa e. g. in 
MBh XIV. 19. 47-48, XIV. 18. 32 ( see Chapter IV ). 

3. Note that the SutrakSra rejects such attnbutes of 

pumsa (in Tai. Up. II. 5) as do not agree with his standpoint 
that aksara and pumsa are only two names for the same 
goal ( Br. Su. III. 3.8 ). He would reject also brahma - 
pucchatva of pumsa in “ brahma puccham pratistha ” ( Tai. 
Up. II. 5 ). ' * 

4. “ Ananda dlma ” ( Tai. Up. II. 5 ) may have meant : 
“ Ananda is the Atman of the pimisa [just as jiva is the Atman 
of aksara or Brahman, ChS. Up. VI. 3. 3 ) ” ; but the Sutra- 
kSra understands it to mean “ Ananda is the Atman ” i. e. 
“ Ananda is the Paramatman or pradhdna 

Section 5. 

Method of purusa-meditation. 

(16) Pradhdna should be grasped [ in the meditation ] as 
[ identical with ] the Self ( at man ) [of the meditator], as is the 
case in [ the meditation of ] the other [ i. e. aksara ], because 
of what follows. 

(17) If it be said; il [Ptadhdna should be so comprehended] 
because of the ‘invariable concomitance’ ( anvaya )” we reply: 
“[ Still ] it may be because of the ‘ affirmation’ avaihcuandf ” 
Notes : — 

1. Anvaya is ‘the invariable co-existence’ (opp. of vya- 
iireka ) ; here, that of the Jiva and putusa in the human heart (?) 

2. Avadharana is “ eva ” in “ aim ety ev opasita ” Br. Up. 

I. 4. 7. » 
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Section 6. 

The Functions of aksara and purusa. 

(18) [ The topic ( prakarana ) m Tai. Up. II. 8 ] is not 
the*same as that which has preceded, because of the descrip- 
tion of the function [ of aksara in this passage ]. 

(19-20) “(The functions of ‘delighting* and ‘awing’) are 
the same; and this is so because of the non-difference ( of the 
topic in these sections of the Vedanta ). Even in other places 
it is so because of the connection (between the two functions; 1 

(21) Not, indeed, because of the difference [ between the 
two functions of ‘delighting’ 2 and ‘awing’ ]. 

(22) And [ the Sruti ] shows it. 

(23) Moreover on this ground [ we distinguish between ] 

‘maintenance’ (or sustenance) ( sambhrti )’ and ‘heaven-perva- 
sion’ dyuvyiipti 4 [ as the functions of purusa and aksara 

respectively ]. 

(24) And [ the topic m Tai. Up. II. 8. is not the same 
as in the preceding sections i.e. Tai. Up. II. 1-7 ] because the 
other attributes are not herein mentioned as they are m 
the sections of purusa-loxo , '. 

(25) “[ ‘No, aksara is not mentioned in Tai. Up. II. 8’, or 
‘No, the topic of Tai. Up. II. 8 is not different from that in the 
preceding sections’ ] because the objects, viz., penetration and 
others [ mentioned here ] are different [ from tliose usually 
mentioned with respect to aksara, e. g. those m Mu. Up. II. 2. 
3-4]'”. 

(26) [ No ], but in case of any one of these objects miss- 

ing ( ham ) one should take it over ( upayanam ) 7 [ from any 
■other text where it is not missing ], because of the subordination 
[of such objects] to the [express] Word, as is done in the 
case [of the non-mention of one or more] of kusa grass, a 
piece of cloth ( acchandas - a seat ? ), a hymn and a by-song ; 
this has been already explained. , 
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27. ( One must take in the objects not mentioned in his 
text from other texts where they are mentioned,) because there 
remains nothing to be accomplished hereafter ( by the 
liberated ), for so say the followers of a certain Branch. 

Notes 

1. As l va’ in Sutra 21 shows, these two Sutras (19-20) 
are piirvapaksa Sutras. 

2. According to the SutrakAra, “delighting,” anandana 
( in Tai. Up. II. 7 ) and “awing” ( in bhisa asmat vcitah pavate 
Tai. Up. II. 8 ) are respectively the functions of purusa and 
ak§ara. 

3. Cf. bibharti in Bh. Gi.XV.17, bharate in S>ve. Up. I. 8. 

4. Cf. dm in in pad asy amrtam dm — Cha. Up. III. 12.6 
also Cha. Up. III. 13.7. 

5. This shows that pradhana is, according to the Sutra- 
k3ra, purusa, and that the SutrakSra makes a distinction 
between punisa-vtdya and aksara-vidyd. 

6 Note that the AcSryss do not know the Sruti to which 
this Sutra musi refer. 

7. Instead of updyanasnbdasesafvat I propose to read 
updvanam sabdasesaivdt. I believe this was the original reading 
as is suggested by the context, by the presence of the word 
‘hfinau’, and by the fact that the Acaryas could not give any 
satisfactory meaning to the Sutra as they found it. 

Section 7. 

Option of the Name for Meditation. 

(28) [ One may meditate on either of the two, purusa 
and aksaia] in accordance with his own wish, because both 
of them are not in disagreement [ with the Scriptures ]. 

(29) The goal ( gati ) is fulfilled in either way, because 
otherwise [ there would be ] an inconsistency [m the Scriptures].* 

(30) [ Such a statement that one may meditate on either 
of the two according to his own wish ] is quite proper because 
we find an object of such a nature [ m the Scripture J as we 
find such a one in the world. 
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Section 8. 

Number of Thoughts to be collected for 
Meditation on puiusa. 

•(31) There is no obligation ( niyama ) that all the 
thoughts on pradhana should be collected for meditation on 
it; [but] there is no opposition [ to such a collection ] because 
of the Word 1 and of Inference. 

Note : — 

The collection of the thoughts was taught for the first 
time by the Sutrakara; the Srutis, whenever they described 
the meditation on putusa, enumerated a few of these attributes 
and said that the meditator on pumsa so far described would 
thereby reach his goal. 

Section 9. 

No Collection of the Thoughts during adhikata. 

(32) [ The thoughts 1 ] which belong to the religious 
qualification ( adhikara ) should [ be allowed to] remain [ in 
the meditation ] only so long as the qualification lasts. 

[ Or, the collection of adhikatika thoughts should be 
restricted to as many of them as are in accordance with the 
meditator’s qualification ]. 

Note : — 

“ Adhikarikanam ” in the Sutra suggests that dhiyam is 
understood; and this is further confirmed by dhiyam in the 
next Sutra. 

Section 10. 

Meditation on ‘ ak$ara ’. 

(33) But [to collect] the thoughts on aksara for the 
purpose of meditation on it is discountenanced ( avarodhah ) 
because of [ their ] common [ negative ] character 1 and because 
of [ the meditator’s ] becoming that ( i. e aksara ); the case is 
similar to that of the aupasada rite; this has been already said 1 . 

(34) Because of the Scripture stating ( that ) “ so many" ” 
are the attributes of ak§ara. 

21 
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Notes 

1. The word “ samanya ”, which is variously interpreted 
by the commentators seems to have m fact only the simple 
sense of “ common character ” and this common character 
of the afearap-assages is their negative nature, which renders 
the collection of the thoughts on aksara unnecessary . 

2. A reference to Br. Su. III. 3. 8 and 10, or to Br. 
Su. III. 3. 11. 

3. The SutrakSra seems to refer to the fact that the 
aksara texts mention the attributes of aksara in such a way 
as if they intended to exhaust all the attributes in that single 
list. See e. g. Br. Up. III. 8. 3-11. 

Section' 11. 

Method of Meditation on aksara ( see Sec. 13 ). 

(35) The meditator on aksara is to think of aksara as 
[ present ] within his own self, as in the case of [ meditation 
on ] the group of bhulas 1 . 

(36) If it be said : " [ Aksara is to be thought of as within 
the meditator's self because ] otherwise the difference [ between 
aksara and pradhdna ] will remain unexplained ”, we reply: 
“ No. The case is like that of a second precept 2 . 

Notes : — 

1. The five elements of the body and their deities. 

2. According to the SutrakSra, purusa and aksara form 
the basis of two precepts for the same goal. 

Section 12. 

Interchange of Thoughts on purusa and aksara. 

(37) [In the texts about aksara and purusa we find] an 
interchange [ of (some of) the attributes or thoughts of aksara 
and purusa ], because [the Srutis] distinguish (aksara) as they* 
do the other {purusa). 

(38) [ For example, we may point out that ] that same 
[Sruti which describes purusa as ananda 1 etc. distinguishes 
aksara with such distinctions as properly belong to' purusa ] 2 , 
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(39) The attributes satya' and others 4 may be, at the 
wish of the meditator, taken in the meditation on the other 
[than that with reference to which they are mentioned in Tai. 
Up. II. 1] ( i. e. m the meditation on pmusa), and in that [ with 
reference to which satya and others are mentioned ] ( i. e. in 
the meditation on aksara ) [ the meditator, may, at his will, 
collect attributes ] from “ ayatana ” and those that follow 8 . 

(40) [ The attributes of purusa when mentioned by the 
Sruti with reference to aksara 0 should, out of respect [for the 
Sruti] not be dropped [ in the meditation on aksara ]. 

(41) [ This rule of non-dropping or “ interchange ” 

applies to an attribute of Purusa ] when it is present [ in an 
aksara- text ]. [ This is done ] out of this [ respect for the 

Sruti ] because it is the word of the Sruti 7 . 

(42) There is no rule for deciding [ which are ] those 
[ interchangeable attributes ]; the fruit of such a standpoint is 
that there is no objection [ from the side of the Scripture ] to 
(aksara and pmusa ) being thought of separately ( prlhag dhl ) 8 . 

Notes : — 

1. Tai. Up. II. describes purusa in II. 7 and ak§ara or 
Brahman in II. 1. 

2. The SutrakSra has in his mind “ Satyam jhanam 
aiianiam brahma ” — Tai. Up. II. 1, as is evident from the 
word satyadayah in the next Sutra (according to my sugges- 
tion ). He thinks that satya , plana, ananta are properly 
speaking the attributes of purusa , but by way of “ interchange 
of attributes”, the Sruti assigns them to aksara. 

3. I have divided the words in Sutras 38-39 in a differ- 
ent way from that m which they are found in all existing pathos; 
and in place of 1 kamaditaratra ’ ( m 41 ) 1 have substituted 
1 kamad itaratra ’ which is the reading according to Madhva; 
thus, Sutra 38 is ‘ saiva hi ' and Sutra 39 reads “ satyadayah 
kamad itaratra tatra c ayatanddibhyah. ” 

4. No commentator has been able to quote as vi$aya- 

vakya a Sruti which gives a list of attnbntes beginning with 
satya , as is required by the Sutra. All the conjectures of 
Sankara and ethers seem to me unnecessary; they are a proof 
of the loss of tradition. > 
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5. Ayatancidibhyah is explained by no interpreter in a 
satisfactory way. I believe, the SutrakSra refers to the attri- 
butes that he has enumerated in Br. Su. I. 3-4 which begins 
with dyubhvadyayatanam svasabdat ( Br. Su. I. 3 1 ). This 
also shows that in Br Su I. 3-4 the SutrakSra has discussed 
such texts as primarily refer to aksara. 

6. “ Prasasana ” in Br. Up. III. 8. 9 (Br. Su. I. 3. 11) is 
an example. 

7. This sounds rather tautological and tautology was 
strictly avoided in the Sutra literature. A better explanation 
if suggested by any scholar will be welcomed. 

8. Sankara reads “ prthag hi ”, but others have the read- 
ing which I have followed. Sutra 50 ( prajnantara ) confirms 
the correctness of the latter. 

Section 13. 

Method of Meditation on aksara ( contd .). 

(43) [ During meditation, aksara is to be conceived of ] 
in that very way in which pradhana 1 is comprehended for 
the same purpose; this has been already said. 2 

Notes: — 

1. Here, again, all the available recensions read pradan- 
avat the meaning of which none has been able to explain 
satisfactorily; I have taken “ pradhanavat ” to have been the 
original reading. ( See the notes below. ) 

2. This refers to ‘ itaravad ’ in Br. Su. III. 3. 16, and it 
also proves the correctness of the change in reading I have 
proposed above. 

Section 14. 

Superionty of aksara to purusa. 

(44) Because of the majority of the texts [ describing 
aksara ], that (i.e. aksara ) is more important [ as an object o£ 
meditation J (than pradhana). 

(45) Even then 1 , the option already stated [holds good] 
because of the context of the texts [ describing it]; ^o it*may be 
as is the case with (optional) rites and with the mind of man. 
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(46) And [ the former option holds good also ] because 
of the transference [ of the attributes of the one to the other in 
case of aksara and pufusa ]. 

(47) But, [ the meditation on punisa is ] nothing else but 
vidya (the doctrine of liberation), because of the affirmation 
[ in the Sruti ] 2 . 

(48) And because we see a text [ to the effect ]. 

(49) And there is no objection [ to purusa-upasana ] 
because of the superiority of the evidence of the Sruti text and 
other proofs [ to that of pure reason ]. 

(50) And this (‘option' Purvavikalpah) is seen from [ the 
evidence of ] the theme (or ‘introductory remarks’) etc. to have 
the difference ( prthakivavat ) of another (way of) understand- 
ing ; this has been already said 3 . 

(51) Though there is an analogy [ between the purusa- 
attamment and a world 4 like the worlds of Indra, Aditya, etc. 
mentioned e. g. in Br. Su. IV. 3 ], there arises no “ fault of 
punisa being regarded as a world ” ( lokdpath ), because [ the 
idea of punisa as the goal in absolution id the form in which 
we have to understand it ] is found [ in the Scripture, and the 
Scripture is the highest authority ], nor indeed [ is there any 
possibility of punisa being looked upon as ‘a world’ loka] 
just as there is no possibility of Death [ in the Katha Upanisad 
being looked upon as the death known in the human world], 

(52) And [ the former option holds good because both 
aksara and parusa have ] a similarity of words' with para (the 
Highest), but the application [ of a term particularly to either 
of the two ] is based upon the frequency ( of usage ). 

Notes : — 

1. “ Tad api ” should be transferred to this Sutra from 
'the preceding one where it stands according to all the com- 
mentators. 

2. t This is a reference to Mu. Up. I. 2. 13. 

3. This is a reference to Br. Su. Uh 3. 42 ( prthag din). 
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4. Tai. Up. II. 1 says that the liberated soul enjoys 
all objects of desire in company of the 
intelligent Brahman ; this sounds as if the liberated soul were 
to reside m a world ( loka ) like the worlds of Indra, PrajSpati, 
etc., where also similar enjoyment of desires is described as 
taking place. 

5. The Sutrakara seems to mean that words like atman, 
jyohh, Brahman, etc. which are used for the Highest Being 
{para) can be used for cither of aksara and purusa ; he means 
also that even the words aksara, purusa etc. may have been 
used interchangeably, but the frequency of usage helps us in 
deciding the sense of any particular passage. 

Section 15. 

Choice of One only out of the Two. 

(53) One [of the two options should be accepted for 
meditation, because that one which is accepted is to be 
meditated upon as identical with the self of the meditator, and ] 
because the self [ of the meditator ] exists [ already ] in the 
body [ and the meditation involves the identity of two only, 
not that of three ]. 

Section 16. 

No Invariable Co-existence of the Object of Meditation and 
the Meditator. 

(54) There is a logical non-co-existence [ of aksara or 
purusa and the Jiva ], because [ the first two ] do not [necessarily] 
exist where the [ last ] one exists; but the case is different 
from what we find 1 [ in Sruti and Smrti ] 2 . 

Notes: — 

1. Upalabahi , in the Sutras, means “the finding of a state- 
ment in the Sruti” e. g. in Br. Su. II. 1. 36. Bh. Gi. XVIII 
61 says that Isvara (not “Jiva” who does, of necessity, reside in 
the human body) resides in the heart of all beings. The SutrakSra 
says that it is not so in meditation. He seems to think that 
aksara or pwusa does not reside in the heart by nature, but 
one of the two may manifest itself therein after the meditation 
is carried out. 

2. The Sutras (54 ff) refer to ahjJopasana and therefore 
are not discussed here. « 
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2. Br. Su. III. 2 (partly). 

Two Aupanisada views are here criticised by the SutrakSra. 
(a) Br. Su. III. 2. 11-21. 

i 

These Sutras embody a refutation of the view that in the 
Highest there is a “distinction of place” ( sihanabheda ): 

(11) [It can ] not [ be said that ] [ the two sets of chara- 
cteristics mentioned in ] the two-fold taxts 1 are those of the 
Highest One 2 even 5 with regard to [different] places ( sthdnatah ) 
[ within the Highest One ], for, [they belong to it] everywhere. 

(12) If it be said: “No [i. e. the two-fold attributes do 
not belong to para 1 in every part of it ' sarvatra ], because 
there is a difference [ m para itself, viz., the difference of 
space or plac e-sthana* ]”; we reply: “ Not so, because a state- 
ment about that ( i. e. about the difference of space ) is not 
found in each text 5 ” or “ In each text there is a reverse 
statement 6 ”. 

(13) Moreover, the followers of one Branch of the 
Vedas [ really say ] so 7 . 

(14) For, it ( the Highest ) is certainly, formless, that 
[ formlessness ] being its chief [ aspect ] 8 . 

(15) And it is like the Light 0 , because [ its description ] 
cannot be futile. 

(16) And the Sruti does describe it ( i. e. para ) as “only 
that ” ( tanmatia ) 10 . 

(17) And the Sruti 11 shows [ that the “whole” cf para 
has all the attributes that belong to it ], and the Smrti does 
the same. 

(18) And for this very reason, [we have in the Sruti 12 
para brahman's ] comparison like that of the Sun and water 
( kam ) 13 and others. 

(19) But, in so far as ( para brahman ) cannot be reflect- 
ed as [ flie Sun ] in the water, ( Brahman ) is not like that 
( l. e. the Suh ) [ in becoming “ many ” j li . 
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(20) [ Para brahman's] participating in increase and de- 
crease is explicable on the ground of that characteristic being 
included [ in the coincidentia opposiiorum ]; it is so because 
both the [ mutually contrary ] attributes are reconciliable 
[ in para brahman ]. 

(21) And because the Scriptures show it 15 . 

Notes : — 

1. The texts giving separately the coincidentia opposi- 
torum. 

2. Note that para is used by the SutrakSra when he 
speaks of the Supreme Being, without any particular reference 
to it as pradhdna or aksara. Para was so used in III. 3. 52. 

3. ‘Even’ api implies the SutrakSra’s rejection of the 
view that the two-fold texts can be explained as describing 
two forms ( rap as ) of the Highest or as describing aksara and 
purusa as two separate entities instead of two places ( sthana ) 
in the Highest. 

4. This puivapaksa seems to state that aksara and purusa 
are numerically one, but aksara is the lower place and purusa 
is the higher place in the Highest One which has got this 
spatial distinction within itself; so that the negative sentences 
( ananu, ahrasva etc. ) and the positive ones ( satyakdma , 
satyasamkalpa ) should respectively be applied to these two. 
The opponent seems to have referred to such texts as Mu. Up. 
II. 1. 2 which says that purusa is above aksara. 

5. The SutrakSra means two texts which describe only 
purusa or only aksara. 

6. Here the SutrakSra may refer to the attributes of 
puiusa ( prasasana etc. ) mentioned with reference to aksara 
(e. g. in Br. Up. III. 8. 9) or vice versa. 

7. Probably the SutrakSra refers to Mu. Up. I. 2. 13 
where “aksara purusa” is mentioned so that there is no difference 
of place in the two as is mentioned in Mu. Up. II. 1. 3 where 
purusa is said to be above aksara. 

8. According to the SutrakSra, purusa and aksara are, as 
it were, two aspects for meditation. The former ha? a form 
(Br. Sit. I. 2. 23); the latter has none. Aksara is ihore impor- 
tant than purusa (Br. Su. III. 3. 44). 
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9. The piltvapaksin seems to have pointed to such texts 
as Mu. Up, II. 1. 4. The SutrakSra says that the description 
in II. 1.4 is not futile because the para is itself like the Light. 

10. “He is like a solid mass of salt, which is without an 

inward and without an outward, a mass of juice, the whole of 
it (krtsna rasaghana eva) ” Br. Up. III. 2. 16. 

11. The SutrakSra refers to such texts as describe para 
brahman to be possessed of contrary attributes e. g. Sve. Up. 
III. 19, 20; Katha Up. II. 10, 20; Ha Up. 5; and Bh. Gi. 
XIII. 12-13. 

12. The reference is to the Brahmabindu Upanisad as 
quoted by Sankara and other commentators. 

13. Kam, is used in the sense of water in the MaitrSyaniya 
SamhitS, Satapatha BrShmana and even in the YSjnavlkya 
Sm’rti. The word ambu in the next Sutra also shows that 
kam in this Sutra stands for ‘water*. 

14. i. e. the manner in which para becomes many is not 
that in which the Sun, the Moon etc. become many. This 
restricts the comparison of para with the Sun etc. 

(15) See e. g. 3ve. Up. III. 20., Bh. Gi. XIII. 16. 

(b) Br. Su. III. 2. 32-38. 

These Sutras embody a refutation of the view that there 
are two goals : — 

(31) “[The Supreme One 1 is] higher than this [avyakta, 
as described in Br. Su. III. 2. 23], because of the designations 
of a bridge 2 , measure 3 , connection 1 , and difference 5 [which are 
applied to avyakta]”. 

(32) But [it is not so] because [the designation “bridge” 
is] due to the common characteristic 8 . 

(33) [Because the designation of measure is] for the 
ease of understanding, like [the designation of] its [four] feet 
[which cannot mean that the para is a quadruped]. 

(34) [The designation of the connection of the Unmanifest 
with purusa] is due to the mention of a particular place m the 
Supreme One r ; [otherwise everything para and those with 

22 
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which avyakta is connected are different places in pat a]; it is 
similar to the case of the Light 8 etc. 

(35) And because [in the case of the difference of aksara 
and purusa] there is the possibility of an explanation 9 . 

(36) And, because the Sruti negatives the existence of 
any other principle [besides aksara 10 .] 

(37) Hence the omnipresence” [of avyakta] which is 
established in the texts which mention the extent (of Brahman) 
and in others. 

Notes : — 

1. As tu m the next Sutra shows, this is a pilrvapaksa 
Sutra. 

2. Ch5. Up. VIII. 4. 1 -avyakta or atman is a bridge. 

3. Cha. Up. III. 18. 2-Brahman has four feet; therefore 
it is limited; the unlimited must be beyond it. 

4. Avyakta is connected with purusa on the one side 
and mahad or the lower Nature on the other e. g. in Katha 
Up. III. 11. 

5. Aksara is different from purusa e. g. in Mu. Up. II. 2, 
Bh. Gi. XV. 18, Sve. Up. 1. 6. 

6. The Sutrakara does not admit that purusa is higher or 
other than aksara, and that therefore there are two goals. 
Atman is called a bridge because like a bridge which helps in 
crossing a river, atman helps in crossing the sea of worldly 
existence. 

7. The SutralcSra does not believe that the twofold con- 
tradictory attributes belong to different parts or places in the 
para-, they belong to every place in the Supreme Being; but 
he admits the distinction of place as such in para without 
reference to its attributes. So there is no inconsistency in the 
SutrakSra’s position in III. 2. 11 and in this Sutra. 

8. The Light is called star, Moon, Sun, fire, flame, with 

reference to its presence in different places, so the para is 
called purusa, aks tra etc. with reference to its presence in 

various places, ‘ 
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9. In Br. Su. I. 4. 3. avyakia ( in Katha Up. III. 1 1 ) is 
explained to be lower than pwu§a, because as the Nature it is 
dependent on the latter. This seems to be the upapatti in 
the’ Sutra. 

10. The Sutrakara, naturally, refers to such texts as deny 
the existence of any principle other than dksara e. g. Br. Up. 
III. 8. 11. 

11. There cannot be two omnipresent goals like aksarn 
and purusa both of which are omnipresent according to the 
texts; so they are the names of one and the same goal. Cf. 
Br. Su. III. 3. 9. 




ADDITIONAL NOTES. 


Other and perhaps better explanations of S>ve. Up. 1. 7a-b 
and V. 1 ( than those given in App. I. C ) can be given as 
follows: — 

(I.7a-b) This is the Supreme Brahman ( paramam orahma ) 
celebrated in song. The three and the Mutable are well esta- 
blished in it. 

( V.l ) There are, with Brahma above them ( brahmapare ) 
two infinite Immutable Ones, wherein Knowledge ( vidya ) and 
not-Knowledge ( avidya ) are placed concealed. Not-Know- 
ledge is the Mutable ( ksara ), Knowledge is the Immortal. He 
who rules over the Knowledge and not-Knowledge is other 
than these two. 

Note: — 

1. I accept Prof. Schrader’s suggestion to read supratisth- 
aksaiam ca as supratistham ksaram ca instead of dividing the 
compound as supratistham aksaiam ca as I have done m App. 
I. C. The advantages of accepting this suggestion are 
obvious. Firstly, trayam ( the three ) in 1. 7b are, in this case, 
the same as the three in I. 9 and 12, viz., the Lord, the Immut- 
able, and the Jiva, since ksara is, according to this suggested 
reading, to be counted separately ( see note 3 in App. I. C. 1 ). 
Secondly, supratistham aksaram ca, the division of the compound, 
that I had proposed, required “ aksaram ” to be applied to 
ksaram and m a secondary sense, viz., “imperishable” instead 
of the usual sense, viz., “the Immutable”. Thirdly, the con- 
struction of "ca” (and) at the end of I. 7b had to be left out of 
account in my rendering of the verse, since, the compound 
suprahsthaksaram could itself be explained as supratistham 
aksaiam ca, according to the rules of samasa. As a matter of 
fact, the ca at the end of I. 7b requires the splitting up of 
supiahsthaksaiam into “ supratistham k$atam ” and this con- 
firms Prof. Schrader’s suggestion. And lastly, eiat m Sve. Up. 

I, 8a requires ksara and aksata to havp been mentioned in I. 7 
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and this requirement can be best fulfilled according to the 
suggested correction of the text. 

2. Paramam brahma ( Sve. tip. I. 7a ) is, in this case, 
the Triad as a whole as distinguished from the traya or the 
three taken singly. Thus, paramam brahma is equivalent to 
brahmam in I. 9 and 12. 

3. Brahma in brahmapare ( m Sve. Up. V, la ) seems 
to be brahmam mentioned in Sve. Up. I., 9 and 12 ( see 1. on 
p. 140 ). Brahmam is the Triad ( Sve. Up. I. 9, 12 ) 
which is certainly higher than, or above, the two Immutable 
Ones, to be explained in the next note. 

4. The two Immutable Ones ( dve aksare ) seem to be the 
two ajas, viz., Iga and the Immutable ( aksara ) mentioned in 
Sve. Up. I. 8a-b, the jha and the aja in Sve. Up. I. 9a-b, the 
deva and the aksaia or dtman in Sve. Up. I. lOa-b, and the 
prcntr and bhogya in Sve. Up. I. 12c-d. Only these two can be 
properly said to be aksaras or the Immutable Ones among the 
principles mentioned in the SvetSdvatara Upamsad. Moreover, 
V. lb can be consistently explained only with this interpretation 
of dve aksare ( see note 5 below ). And again if brahma in 
brahmapare is brahmam or the Triad, dve aksare must mean the 
Lord and the aksara or the Immutable. So, Sve. Up. V. 1. is 
to be noted because it calls the Isa ( or parusa ) aksara , besides 
designating the usual aksara as such. 

5. Sve. Up. V. lb states that in the two aksaras vidya 
and avidya are placed concealed. Thus, the two aksaras 
are the hiding places of vidya and avidya and as such cannot be 
identical with vidya and avidya. Vidya is explained as amrta 
or aksaia ( see note 11 on S>ve. Up. I. 7-12 in App. I ) in Sve. 
Up. V. lc, and vidya is said to be placed concealed in one of 
the two aksaias in V. 1 a-b. This can only mean that the 
aksara called both amrta and vidya is lower than, or to be 
traced to, another aksara, which aksara, again, can be none 
else but the purusa or Isa as the Sve. Up. likes to call him 
(Sve. Up. I. 8-9). This meaning of V. 1 justifies the expla- , 
nation of dve aksare in V. la as the Lord and the Immutable. 

6. Avidya is placed in one of the two aksaras (V. lb); it 

is also explained as ksara (V. lc;; so the aksara in C which 
avidya is concealed is the Immutable or aksara properly so 
cabled. «* 
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7. Thus, the order of the principles mentioned in V. 1 
is as follows: (1) brahmam or the Triad, (2) aksara, the hiding 
place of vulya otherwise called aksara also, i. e. purusa or Isa, 
(3) aksara the hiding place of avidya , (!) avidya or ksara. 
So, this is a preparatory stage towards the evolutional series 
of *the Katha Upamsad (Ka. Up. III. 11). 

8. Dve in dve aksaui (V. la) should be noticed. It is the 
first definite departure from the ‘‘ ekam eva advitlyam ” of the 
Oldest Prose Upamsads (e. g. ChS. Up VI. 2. 1); as is also 
the expression tnvidham btahmam. Such a statement about 
the dualism (in this case, the spiritual dualism) of puiusa and 
aksaui is quite consistent with the sharp distinction between 
these two principles met with in the Gita, and the yet sharper 
one found in the later MahSbhSrata. 

9. As the Knowledge ( along with the not-Knowledga ) 
is said to be ruled over by the I^a ( Sve. Up. V. 1. c-d ), it 
cannot be the Jiva who is declared to be the not-ruler (ante a) 
in Sve. Up. I. 9. 

Conclusion 

It must be admitted that the explanation of Sve; Up. V.l 
proposed above is more in harmony with that of Sve. Up. I. 
7-12, than the one given in App. I; because thereby the same 
principles as are mentioned in Sve. Up. I, are to be found in 
Sve. Up. V. Moreover, to understand the two aksaras in V. 1 
as referring to purusa or Isa and aksara is besides being 
consistent with the teaching of the verse (V. 1) itself, far better 
than taking the term aksara to mean “imperishable” and refer- 
ring one aksaia to what is called k§ara. 

The above interpretation further supports the reconstruc- 
tion of the meaning of the term aksara proposed in this Thesis 
as a whole. 
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June J.929 and after four months’ study of the German 

language ip Goettingen I joined the Kiel University, where since 
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then I have studied Sanskrit, English, and History of Religion. 
I have attended the lectures of Prof. Dr. F. O. Schrader, Prof. 
Dr. K. Wildhagen, and Prof. Dr. H. Mandel. I heartily 
thank all my teachers of this place. I am particularly 
indebted to Prof. Dr. F. O. Schrader whose never failing help 
and invaluable advice in the important questions of technical 
and philosophical nature I urgently needed and readily 
secured for the interpretation of the various texts I had to deal 
with during the preparation of this Work. Above all, what I 
shall always value most is the great joy and inspiration which 
I derived when I had the privilege of discussing with him 
various crucial points of Indian Philosophy. It often reminded 
me of the cordial relations which existed between the disciple 
and the teacher in the happy days of Ancient India. My bow 
to him. 
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